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WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE— DAY ONE 


TUESDAY, OCTOBER 24, 1995 

House of Representatives, 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:13 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. William F. Clinger, Jr. 
(chairman of the committee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Clinger, Gilman, Burton, 
Morelia, Schiff, Ros-Lehtinen, McHugh, Horn, Mica, Davis, 
McIntosh, Fox, Tate, Gutknecht, Souder, Martini, Scarborough, 
Shadegg, Flanagan, Bass, LaTourette, Ehrlich, Collins of Illinois, 
Waxman, Slaughter, Kanjorski, Condit, Peterson, Thurman, 
Maloney, Barrett, Moran, Green, Brewster, and Holden. 

Staff present: Jim Clarke, staff director; Judy Blanchard, deputy 
staff director, Kevin Sabo, general counsel; Judith McCoy, chief 
clerk; Cheri Tillett, assistant chief clerk/calendar clerk; Cissv 
Mittleman, professional staff; Jonathan Yates, associate counsel; 
Ed Amorosi, communication director; Timothy Fitzpatrick, press 
assistant; Barbara Bracher, chief investigator; Barbara Comstock, 
special counsel; Joe Loughran, investigator/professional staff; David 
Jones, staff assistant; Bud Myers, minority staff director; David 
Schooler, minority chief counsel; Ronald Stroman, minority deputy 
staff director; Donald Goldberg, minority assistant to counsel; Ellen 
Rayner, minority chief clerk; and Cecelia Morton, minority office 
manager. 

Mr. Clinger, The Committee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight will come to order. 

The committee is meeting today to hear testimony on the firings 
of the entire staff at the White House Travel Office in May 1993, 
and related events leading up to their firings, the individuals 
prompting these firings, the appropriateness of the actions taken, 
possible conflicts or ethical violations that occurred, the subsequent 
investigations of these matters, and the levels of candor and co- 
operation by those involved in both responding to the investigations 
and conducting the investigations. 

The committee is undertaking this investigation in order to fulfill 
its constitutional obligations under Article I to oversee executive 
branch operations. These obligations are reflected in the authori- 
ties and responsibilities set out in Rules X and XI of the House of 
Representatives. 

In accordance with discussions and agreements with ranking 
member Collins, I would now ask unanimous consent that the time 
for opening statements be limited to 60 minutes, with the time 

( 1 ) 
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equally divided between majority and minority, and that all other 
opening statements not delivered orally be included in full in the 
record, together with supporting documents which members may 
want to include. 

Without objection, so ordered. 

[The prepared statements of Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman, Hon. 
John L. Mica, Hon. Joe Scarborough, and Hon. Carolyn B. Maloney 
follow;] 

Prepared Statement of Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman, a Representative in 
Congress From the State of New York 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I commend you for holding these hearings and want 
to thank each of our witnesses for their participation. 

Mr. Chairman, this inquiry today is important — important that the Congress and 
this Committee in particular gain a more comprehensive understanding of the 
events surrounding the firing of the 7 employees in the White House Travel Office. 

Some of our colleagues contend that the Travel Office affair is insignificant. On 
the contrary, these matters are highly important to those who were fired. After 
some 9 to 33 years of public service, including work for both the Democratic and 
Republican administrations dating back to the Kennedy Administration, these Trav- 
el Office employees were fired under a cloud of impropriety. After these employees 
were publicly dismissed, and after their reputations were publicly impugned, no 
wrongdoing was found with respect to the five employees who were given jobs else- 
where in the Executive Branch as well as one employee who voluntarily retired. We 
owe it to those individuals to investigate the circumstances surrounding their 
firings. 

The White House conceded that the events surrounding the Travel Office war 
ranted scrutiny when Administration officials commissioned their own internal 
“White House Travel Office Management Review." 

Other Executive Branch agencies also recognized the need for formal inquiries 
into these matters. 

These Executive agency reviews are an obvious manifestation that the Executive 
branch believed that the events surrounding the Travel Office firings implicated 
matters of public trust. The Congress endorsed these sentiments in adopting a reso- 
lution directing a GAO inquirj’ into matters relating to the White House Travel Of- 
fice. 

Omissions from the aforementioned reports should not be excused on the grounds 
af narrow purview. Tliey appear to be the result of Icss-th an -exhaustive inquiry and 
invcstigatiori. This hearing provides an opportunity to probe and identify such weak- 
nesses. 

Moreover, even tho.se studies that purport to undertake a more integrated ap- 
proach — specifically the GAO and White House reports — fail to answer a number of 
material questions. Some of these questions will be addressed today. Some of these 
questions may require further hearings. This hearing provides an opportunity to 
probe the defects in previous reports on matters relating to the Travel Office and 
to undertake a deliberative analysis of the events surrounding the finngs. 

Mr. chairman we look forward to the testimony of today’s witnesses. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 


Prepared Statement of Hon. John L. Mica, a Representative in Congress 
Fro.m the State of Fixirida 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding these hearings today. I appreciate your ef- 
forts and work to bring to light the events surrounding the Clinton White House 
Travel Office and the firing of the employees. 

As the chairman of the House Civil Service Subcommittee, I have a great interest 
in the personnel aspects of this scandal. Like everyone, I am appalled at the shabby 
treatment long-term employees in the Travel Office received when they were fired. 
They were given no notice and no opportunity to respond to the charges of mis- 
management leveled against them. It appears they were used as pawns in a bungled 
political patronage plot. In short, they did not receive due process. As bad as that 
IS, however, it is even worse for anyone, let alone a long-term employee to learn that 
he has been fired from a family member who heard it on television. That is inexcus- 
able And it was inexcusable for the White House to tarnish the reputation of each 
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and every one of these employees. The White House itself acknowledges that it had 
no grounds for firing most of these employees. 

In addition to this lack of due process, 1 am deeply concerned about accountability 
in government. From the documents I have seen, I know there are employees in the 
White House who have not been held accountable for their actions. We have a duty 
to expose that lack of accountability. Finally, I am also deeply disturbed by possible 
misuse of the FBI and IRS for political cover. If nothing else, this hearing must send 
a clear message to the Clinton White House and future Administrations that Con- 
mss will not tolerate this type of misuse and abuse of Federal employees and en- 
lorcement agencies. 


Prepared Statement of Hon. Joe Scarborough, a Representative in Congress 
From the State of Florida 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this committee’s ef- 
forts to look at the reviews of what happened at the White House before and alter 
the Travel Office employees were initially fired. You are to be commended for the 
professional manner in which this committee has handled the oversight of this mat- 
ter and I look forward to hearing from the witnesses appearing here today. 

Mr. Chairman there have been serious concerns raised since the initial firings of 
the seven career employees of the White House Travel Office in 1993. As you may 
know, my district is one of the largest in terms of numbers of federal employees and 
retirees so I have a vested interest in their well-being. It is dismaying when career 
employees in the federal government are subjected to politics and nepotism. Our 
system was desimed to prevent such incidents and we must ensure that we con- 
tinue to shelter tnese employees from politics. If these employees were indeed guilty 
of some kind of misconduct then I would be the first to advocate their dismissal. 
However, it appears that most of the employees in the Travel Office were victims 
of false allegations and five are still working in the federal government after being 
cleared of the charges. I am aware of Mr. Dale’s situation and this hearing no way 
involves those allegations which are for a court of law to pursue. 

’Though two years have passed and several reviews have been performed, a com- 
plete analysis of the firings and White House conduct with respect to these firings 
has yet to be undertaken. Further, many of the principles involved in the firings 
have since left the White House for various reasons. Many ^estions on this matter 
remain unanswered including: what was the extent of the FBI and IRS involvement: 
were White House officials actually reprimanded; what was Mr. Thomason’s role in 
the White House; and was the White House cooperative in the subsequent reviews. 
I look forward to hearing from the various witnesses today and I hope that many 
of these questions will be answered. Mr. Chairman, I would also like to commend 
you for your persistence in pursuing hearings on this important matter. 


Prepared Statement of Hon. Carolyn B. Maloney, a Representative in 
Congress From the State of New York 

Mr. Chairman, I have some very serious concerns with this hearing. First, this 
hearing seems to have a blatantly political motive, like so many other Republican 
hearings. The line-up includes: 26 days of hearing on Whitewater; 20 days on Waco; 
8 days on Ruby Ridge. Today we bedn a hearing on the White House 'Travel office. 
These hearings have been held in a clear attempt to embarrass a Democratic admin- 
istration. 

When the Republicans will spend weeks on issues of past history, the one day of 
hearings on a present and future issue of incredible importance — Medicare — is a 
travesty. I would say that the Republican priorities are dangerously out of line with 
reality. 

Everyone agrees that the Clinton administration, in the first months of its tenure, 
handled this incident ineptly. There have been no less than 5 detailed reports on 
various aspects of the White House Travel office incident: an 80 page internal man- 
agement review conducted by the White House; a 94 page report to Congress from 
the General Accounting Office; a review of FBI contacts with the White House; a 
report of the Justice Department’s office of Professional Responsibility; and an IRS 
reMit. All inquiries reached the same conclusion — that the Clinton adminstration 
did nothing illegal. 

At best this hearing is a waste of time. At its worst it stands to interfere with 
the legal system of the United States. The trial of Billy Ray Dale for embezzlement 
is scheduled to begin in two short days. Both Attorney General Reno and Ranking 
Member Collins have asked Chairman Clinger to postpone this hearing. 
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We also cannot ignore the serious conflict of interest questions. The lead inves- 
tigator for the Committee in this matter, and the Republican investigator during the 
last Congress, is Mr. Phil I>ar3en — a man who knows Billy Ray Dale well and was 
his direct superior in the Bush White House. This relationship certainly creates the 
appearance of a conflict of interest for the Majority’s lead investigator. Unfortu- 
nately, nothing seems to temper the Republican drive for politically motivated hear- 
ings. 

Mr. Chairman, this week we will be debating Budget Reconciliation, perhaps the 
most important single bill of this Congress, with its sweeping changes to Medicare, 
Medicaid and a host of other programs vital to all of our constituents. Frankly, I 
resent the fact that I am being forced to waste time on a political witch hunt at 
this crucial juncture. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Clinger. The committee’s Travel Office investigation will 
prove instructive to the Congress on legislative and oversight 
fronts. The Travel Office matter is a case study in how the abuse 
of power by those with political access can cause great harm to in- 
nocent individuals and the public trust, and in the hypocrisy of 
those who impose one set of rules on government employees and 
a very different set on political appointees and friends, and finally 
in how the White House, any White House, should not respond to 
an investigation. 

Sadly, the Travel Office matter reflects yet again a disturbing 
pattern of White House resistance to appropriate oversight, man- 
dated in law by a Democratic Congress or requested by the Presi- 
dent’s own Deputy Attorney General. Too often, administration at- 
torneys responded to investigations like private defense attorneys, 
rather than public servants chained with preserving our trust with 
the highest office in the land. Tnis pattern was established when 
former counsel Bernard Nussbaum apparently secreted away the 
Vince Foster Travel Office file, which eluded investigators in the 
public until this year. Mr. Nussbaum justifies his actions by stat- 
ing, quote, if this were IBM, a smart lawyer would have removed 
the documents before the subpoena ever got here, close quote. Mr. 
Nussbaum too often created problems where none may have ex- 
isted, and he and his successors have exacerbated real problems by 
playing hide and seek with documents. 

Most importantly, from my point of view, this inquiry will also 
illustrate pitfalls confronting investigators, exercising appropriate 
White House oversight, especially when both the executive branch 
and the legislative branch are controlled by the same political 
party, as was the case from 1993 until January of this year. Unlike 
all other Federal agencies, the White House has no Inspector Gen- 
eral. Yet since Watergate. Congress recognized the need for con- 
gressional oversight of the White House. The highest office in the 
land cannot be held to a lower level of accountability. So in the 
103d Corigress, I led efforts to create an Office of Inspector General 
for the ^^ite House. 

While there are obviously particular needs and sensitive concerns 
unique to investigating the White House, it is essential for the pub- 
lic trust to have independent evaluations of allegations of ethical, 
financial or criminal wrongdoing. The legislation which I supported 
recognized the need to insulate Presidential policymaking delibera- 
tions and decisions from premature scrutiny, but afforded the right 
of Congress to conduct oversight of the administrative functions of 
the White House. As the primary oversight committee in Congress, 
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this committee oversees the operations of all government agencies, 
including the GAO, IRS, FBI, and the Justice Department. This in- 
cludes the White House and Executive Office of the President. Its 
necessary and proper role is to evaluate how White House appro- 
priations are spent, how White House personnel adhere to govem- 
mentwide standards of conduct, and how the White House responds 
to allegations of possible wrongdoing. In the Travel Office matter, 
the White House itself acknowledged limited appearances of wrong- 
doir^. 

When the White House fails to fully comply with investigations 
mandated by Congress or senior Justice Department officials and 
the oversight role critical to our system of checks and balances is 
compromised, it is incumbent upon this committee to assert its ju- 
risdiction. Interestingly, many of the issues we will address were 
identified bv Deputy Counsel Vince Foster in the Travel Office file 
the White House only recently disclosed. And these issues remain 
unresolved. 

As the witnesses here today will testify, providing oversight of 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue entails unique challenges. More than 2 
years ago, I requested Travel Office hearings after the White 
House’s investigation was led by the Chief of Staff, who had ap- 
proved the firings. And The New York Times characterized the 
White House management review as a, quote. Stealthy, evasive 
confession, replete with the “mistakes were made” format of White 
House dodges of the past, close quote. Documents disclosed today 
will reaffirm that evaluation. 

That is why I supported the July 1993 House Resolution of In- 
quiry calling on the White House to provide Congress documents 
relevant to the issue. Ironically, among those who moved to side- 
track the resolution, then Judiciary Committee Chairman Brooks, 
acknowledged, and I quote. The appropriate time to assess whether 
additional congressional oversight is indicated is after the ongoing 
independent reviews are completed, close quote. 

In fact, the August 15, 1993 Washington Post reported that, ac- 
cording to a committee aide, then-Chairman Brooks had told White 
House Chief of Staff Mack McLarty he needed an independent re- 
view of the Travel Office matter and questioned whether the \^ite 
House reprimands were commensurate with what was needed. In 
a July 13, 1993 letter to Chairman Brooks, President Clinton 
pledged that the Attorney General would have the administra- 
tion’s, quote, full cooperation, close quote. Unfortunately, that was 
not to be the case. 

In September 1993, I actually withdrew my initial request for 
hearings in consideration of the ongoing GAO and OPR investiga- 
tions, which I hoped would definitmy dispose of the matter. How- 
ever, our review of the GAO report and its work papers revealed 
GAO failed to consider significant findings of its own investigators 
and failed to follow up obvious discrepancies and omissions. In fair- 
ness, it must be noted that GAO was denied access to documents 
and mtnesses which it deemed relevant and important to its inves- 
tigation. Then-Chairman Conyers wrote me last year, quote. You 
have raised serious questions about GAO’s report to Congress, close 
quote, and asked that GAO provide a detailed response to my let- 
ter. But hearings were never held during the 103d Congress. So 
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when I became chairman, I committed to get the facts out once and 
for all. 

Let me say I think it is highly unlikely that we would be sitting 
here today if Republicans were still the minority party in the 
House of Representatives. Had I been a Democrat during the last 
2 years, I would also likely have resisted the holding of hearings 
which promised to embarrass the White House, just as I am sure 
that Republicans were reluctant to hold hearings on matters such 
as Watergate when the White House was in Republican hands. The 
difference, of course, was that as the minority party in Congress, 
we could not forestall hearings had we wanted to, and the fact that 
we have been unable to hold hearings on this matter until now con- 
vinces me that we should adopt a change in the House rules which 
we Republicans have long promoted. 

Very simply, the rule would provide that where the White House 
is controlled by one party and the Congress by the same party, that 
the principal oversight committees in the House and Senate be con- 
trolled by the minority party. Had such a rule been in effect in the 
last Congress, hearings on the White House Travel Office would 
have long since been concluded. At the very least, where both the 
executive and legislative branches are under one party control, the 
minority should be afforded the power to issue subpoenas without 
the concurrence of the majority. 

On May 19, 1993, all seven White House Travel Office employees 
were fired abruptly. White House statements that day indicated 
the firings followed an audit performed pursuant to Vice President 
Gore’s National Performance Review which uncovered, quote, abys- 
mal mismanagement and shoddy accounting practices, close quote. 
Spokesperson Dee Dee Myers added that the FBI was investigating 
possible criminal violations by the fired employees. The employees 
themselves first heard those allegations on television while packing 
their personal belongings to leave the White House. 

Almost a week before, on May 13, 1993, Associate White House 
Counsel Bill Kennedy had summoned the FBI because those at, 
quote, the highest level in the White House, close quote, wanted 
prompt action on a matter allegedly involving possible financial 
wrongdoing in a White House office. The FBI dispatched two sets 
of agents to figure out the jurisdictional issues. 

The first two agents tried to tell their superiors they weren’t the 
right guys for the job and recommended sending a field agent, as 
would normally occur. But nothing about this case would take the 
normal course. Kennedy was adamant that someone from head- 
quarters with a national perspective be involved and the FBI ob- 
tained senior FBI approval to accommodate him. The acting Chief 
of the Violent Crimes and Major Offender section was sent to, of 
all places, the White House Travel Office. 

The second set of FBI agents met with Presidential cousin Cath- 
erine Cornelius, who had been dispatched by David Watkins to the 
Travel Office, where she copied and removed some documents. Ms. 
Cornelius’ own meetings with Mr. Thomason had generated an 
awareness of kickback allegations which she embroidered with 
claims that Travel Office employees led high-flying lifestyles. Her 
allegations provided predication for the FBI investigation. 
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Suddenly, the Counsel’s office shifted gears, telling the agents 
the White House would conduct an outside audit first and allow the 
FBI to investigate if warranted. The FBI insisted it should be 
present at the audit, but Mr. Foster and Mr. Kennedy said no. The 
FBI acquiesced. An FBI E-mail to Larry Potts, then head of the 
Criminal Division at the FBI, at 7:40 p.m. that evening, reads, 
quote. On several occasions Mr. Foster expressed his sincere appre- 
ciation for the help rendered by the FBI, close quote. At the time, 
Mr. Potts was under scrutirw for his role in Ruby Ridge and former 
FBI Director Sessions was fighting to keep his job. This was a dif- 
ficult time for the Bureau, and while FBI agents maintain the 
White House did not intimidate them, their departures from stand- 
ard procedure suggest more subtle pressure may have been in play. 
Why were more than two dozen FBI employees involved in a mat- 
ter which should have been a job for a field agent? 

Meanwhile, the White House brought in an independent auditor 
which was neither independent nor an auditor. Inexplicably, the 
White House retained the management consulting, not the public 
accounting, arm of KPMG Peat Marwick. And as Peat Marwick 
documents make clear, the White House directed its efforts in the 
Travel Office. 

On Monday, May 17, Watkins wrote a memo to Chief of Staff 
Mack McLarty regarding the firings and copied the memo to the 
First Lady. The memo was faxed to Director of Media Ajffairs Jeff 
Eller. At the time, Mr. Eller was traveling with the President, 
Bruce Lindsey, and two of the Travel Office staffers, among others 
in California. Mr. Eller told Mr. Podesta he shared the memo with 
Bruce Lindsey, who in turn told Mr. Podesta he discussed the 
memo with the President. Neither of these accounts was included 
in the White House management review, and Mr. Eller said he de- 
stroyed all his Travel Office documents shortly after the matter 
broke in the press. 

While the FBI awaited the Peat Marwick report, the White 
House decided to fire the Travel Office employees on Wednesday, 
May 19, 1993, The FBI said that this would harm the investigation 
that it had initiated on May 14. The White House ignored its con- 
cerns and neither the FBI nor the Justice Department ever subse- 
quently complained of this action. 

When word of the firings reached Justice, its Criminal Division 
drafted an “urgent memo,” noting the FBI was involved due to the 
“kickbacks” allegation. Justice’s role in initiating or confirming the 
investigation never was independently considered anywhere. 

Peat Marwick’s report was unavailable when the '^ite House 
announced the firings on May 19. In fact, it was not even written 
yet. As a result, its author. Peat Marwick partner Larry Herman, 
was called into a meeting with George Stephanopoulos, Dee Dee 
Myers, Vince Foster, Bill Kennedy, Ricki Seidman and Harry 
Thomason, and greeted with the question, quote. Where the hell is 
the report?, close quote. 'The White House had no more than a few 
pages of draft material at the time it announced the firings it said 
were based on Peat Marwick’s report. The press repeatedly asked 
for the report in the May 19 press conference, leaving the White 
House with a difficult political situation, from which only its so- 
called “independent auditor” and the FBI could extricate it. 
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In other words, while claiming it had “predication” for an inves- 
tigation on May 14, the FBI allowed the White House to call the 
shots on its investigation for well over a week. In a previously un- 
disclosed phone conversation between White House Counsel Mr. 
Nussbaum and Deputy Attorney General Phil Heymann on the 
morning of Friday, May 21, Mr. Nussbaum asked Heymann if the 
White House could announce there was an investigation. Nuss- 
baum later claimed George Stephanopoulos had pressed him to 
take action. Nussbaum also said FBI Deputy Director Floyd Clarke 
happened to be in Heymann’s office when Heymann gave the go- 
ahead to announce an investigation. As a field agent \^mo had been 
brought in and briefed at the time told OPR investigators, the 
White House called the shots in the Travel Office investigation, 
and FBI dealings with the White House were, quote, deferential, 
close quote. The FBI did not receive the Peat Marwick report until 
7:30 p.m., on Friday, May 21, long after the report had been re- 
leased to the press. 

Both the President and First Lady were informed of the Travel 
Office matter prior to the May 19 firings. Harry Thomason, Vince 
Foster and David Watkins appeared to advise the First Lady about 
Travel Office developments. Harry Thomason worked at the White 
House late into the night on May 13, and Mr. Foster’s Travel Office 
file indicates the First Lady received updates from Foster and Wat- 
kins that evening. 

Mr. Thomason returned to the White House early the next day. 
May 14, which is the day that the Peat Marwick team arrived, and 
stayed there throughout the weekend. One witness from World 
Wide Travel, Ms. Fan Dozier, told Mr. Podesta she ran into Harry 
Thomason on Sunday, May 16, and Thomason said to her, quote, 
You mean you are not up there working? [in the Travel Office], 
close quote, and added that he would call the First Lady and she 
would be very upset to hear that World Wide Travel was not al- 
ready in place. 

Mr. Thomason claimed to have heard from friends in the air 
charter industry that the Travel Office employees were accepting, 
quote, kickbacks, close quote. Mr. Thomason also told Watkins, 
Deputy Counsel Vince Foster and others at the White House that 
firing the employees would be a “good story.” He told another 
White House employee, Jennifer O’Connor, quote. These guys are 
ripping us off, they’re bastards; it is a great press story. Bill Clin- 
ton cleaning house, close quote. Ms. O’Connor asked Harry 
Thomason if he had any evidence. He said he did. Steve Davison 
of World Wide Travel told Mr. Podesta that he had heard Mr. 
Thomason had hired a private investigator to check out the Travel 
Office. 

As the press quickly revealed, Ms. Cornelius and Harry 
Thomason were the primary sources of the rumors and allegations 
that led to the firings and set this “stage” in motion. Despite the 
President’s claims there were rumors everywhere, all the rumors 
appeared to have originated with Harry Thomason. As we will 
learn today. Presidential friend Harry Thomason was involved in 
a number of other activities at the VTiite House, which I believe 
will require subsequent examination. 
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Thomason spoke with President Clinton and the President’s per- 
sonal adviser and current Deputy Counsel Bruce Lindsey about ob- 
taining their assistance in his effort to win a sole source govern- 
ment contract at GSA to audit the entire Federal civilian aircreift 
fleet and “revitalize” the aircraft industry. Apparently Mr. Martens 
was working out some kind of arrangement to consult for the Inter- 
agency Committee on Aviation Poliw, ICAP, to do this audit. Mr. 
Martens, with his own privileged White House access, secured as- 
sistance from 0MB and GSA to get his proposal rolling. While the 
White House claims it pulled the plug on the scheme late in the 
summer of 1993, one has to wonder whether this occurred because 
ongoing investigations threatened to expose it. As it was, none of 
these documents was ever turned over to GAO despite its requests 
for documents relating to Mr. Thomason and Mr. Martens. 

Having just finished the major procurement bill, a major procure- 
ment, I nnd this behavior particularly offensive while rules govern- 
ing government contracting are more burdensome than necessary, 
we ml must follow the rules, even those of us with access. The proc- 
ess by which Mr. Martens sought to obtain this business from GSA 
certainly warrants further review. Would the process he suggested 
have avoided conflict of interest issues? Would he and his partner, 
Harry Thomason, have stood to benefit from the changes he pro- 
posed? 

Quote, Put me in front of the right person at the White House, 
and I will prove the value of both the project and Thomason’s capa- 
bilities, close quote, Darnell Martens wrote his TRM business part- 
ner, Harry Thomason while touting his loyalty to the administra- 
tion. Subsequent memos spoke of “a memo to Harry Thomason 
which was presented to and discussed with the President in mid- 
February,” and a request indicating the President needed to, quote, 
issue an Executive order, close quote, and, quote, enter into a con- 
sulting agreement with TRM, close quote, to get this project going. 

Mr. Thomason said at the time, “I do find it surprising tnat a 
person who was as instrumental as I was in the Clinton campaign 
cannot pick up a phone in the White House and ask for information 
for people.” Mr. Thomason’s blatant inconsistency in seeking a sole 
source aviation contract for his own business partner while alleging 
that the Travel Office employees’ failure to competitively bid press 
charters proved that they were “on the take” is, frankly, astound- 
ing. The President read right from the Thomason script when he 
too said the firings were undertaken to promote, quote, competitive 
bidding, close quote. 

The White House and Mr. Thomason disregarded inherent con- 
flicts in Thomason’s far-ranging role while the White House man- 
agement review disingenuously claimed Thomason was only at the 
White House working on the “staging’ of Presidential events. Mr. 
Thomason was meeting on several other matters, as we will learn 
today. 

Catherine Cornelius, the President’s 25-year-old cousin, was, 
quote, selected, close quote, to replace the veteran Travel Office 
employees whose tenures spanned between 9 and 33 years in that 
office. She brought in World Wide Travel agency from Little Rock, 
AR, without a competitive bid. However, the press uproar which 
followed the firings caused World Wide Travel itself to withdraw 
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before the White House completed its sole source process. Yet be- 
fore it left the White House, World Wide was told, “We will do any- 
thing if you will stay.” World Wide Travel told the White House to 
give it back the fired Travel Office workers. 

The press seized upon leaked memos indicating that Cornelius 
had proposed early on in the administration that she be placed in 
charge of the White House Travel Office and resume the role she 
had in the Clinton campaign. Senior administration officials David 
Watkins and Patsy Thomasson asked her to say Watkins never 
read it. 

Thomason partner Darnell Martens, who appeared at the White 
House with a White House employee pass on May 12, pitched in 
and summoned Penny Sample, president of Air Advantage, without 
a competitive bid. Ms. Sample also had worked on travel on the 
Clinton-Gore campaign. She immediately came to the White House 
to assist with press travel arrangements. Furthermore, when Ms. 
Sample received what were touted as “erroneous commissions,” se- 
rious questions about the propriety of her actions, raised within the 
White House itself, were never addressed. No one called the FBI 
concerning the suspicions they had about their actions. 

On May 21, just 2 days after the firings, when World Wide Trav- 
el decided to leave the White House, senior administration official 
Patsy Thomasson held a closed door meeting with American Ex- 
press. Ms. Thomasson brought in Secret Service agents to guard 
the door during this meeting. Later that day, George 
Stephanopoulos announced in a press conference that American 
Express would be brought into the WTiite House, but the White 
House subsequently backed away from his remarks, claiming in- 
stead it was putting the contract out to bid But did the other two 
companies participating in the alleged “competitive bid" have the 
benefit of a closed door meeting with Ms. Thomasson? 

May 21 was also the day the IRS came to Smyrna, TN, descend- 
ing on the offices of UltrAir, a small company that had provided 
most of the Travel Office’s domestic press charter services. And 
UltrAir was the firm Harry Thomason ensnared in his kickback al- 
legations. It took the IRS 2 years to clear UltrAir of wrongdoing, 
and no additional tax liability was found. 

For more than 2 years, I have sought information and documents 
concerning the White House Travel Office matter. Many of the 
White House documents that have been produced were received 
only after I announced this hearing. More than 300 pages of White 
House documents remain in White House custody, yet to be re- 
viewed by the committee in any form until recently — too recently, 
unfortunately, to enable to us evaluate their importance or rel- 
evance prior to this hearing. The delay in receiving documents has 
in turn delayed our ability to interview the witnesses. 

Though the passage of time can cloud memoiy, the unusually 
hazy recollection of those we have interviewed make documents es- 
sential if we are to proceed. The documents we are only now receiv- 
ing include many the White House withheld from other investiga- 
tors. In the case of GAO, Mr. Podesta described more than 400 
pages of notes and more than 300 pages of drafts and chronologies 
as, quote, a thimbleful of notes, close quote, GAO counsel has told 
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this committee that in his opinion Mr. Podesta and Associate Coun- 
sel Neil Eggleston lied to the GAO. 

In short, we need to conduct this review because serious ques- 
tions remain: 

Why did the White House resist these reviews? 

Why did the White House ignore significant information uncov- 
ered Iw its own management review concerning misconduct by sen- 
ior White House officials who asked subordinates to lie about 
events involved in this matter? 

What other activities was Harry Thomason involved in at the 
White House, and why weren’t they reported? 

Why did the same people who criticized the White House Travel 
Office employees for failing to competitively bid press charters try 
to maneuver a series of sole-source contracts benefiting a tight cir- 
cle of political friends? 

And why didn’t the White House provide critical documents to in- 
vestigators, and why did they impose such restrictive and burden- 
some requirements on investigators? 

Did Harry Thomason, Darnell Martens, Catherine Cornelius, 
Bruce Lindsey, and others at the White House have conflicts of in- 
terest related to these events? 

How did the IRS come to investigate UltrAir, which already had 
cooperated voluntarily with the IRS on a separate tax issue? 

Were Harry Thomason and/or Darnell Martens special Govern- 
ment employees? 

Did any \^ite House officials violate standards of conduct? If so, 
what? who? 

If senior White House officials will bend the rules over so seem- 
ingly inconsequential an issue as this and then spend 2 years keep- 
ing the true story from coming out, what lengths might they go to, 
to frustrate oversight of areas of far more serious consequence? 

After five reviews, these and other significant issues remain 
unaddressed. Key witnesses either could not or would not cooperate 
in the past. The fired Travel Office employees, some of whom are 
in the audience today, were not heard from in a single investiga- 
tion. 

The committee has interviewed the six employees who have been 
exonerated of any wrongdoing. Their story deserves to be told. They 
deserve a forum to redeem their good names. 

Harry Thomason, the producer/director of the White House Trav- 
el Office fiasco, refused to cooperate fully with investigators, includ- 
ing the White House. Bob Bennett, attorney for Harry Thomason 
as well as the President, has informed this committee that Harry 
Thomason will not voluntarily comply with any of our document re- 
quests, or requests for an informal interview. 

Finally, let me note that today’s hearing is not at all about the 
pending criminal case against the former director of the Travel Of- 
fice. In April of this year, I initiated contact with the Justice De- 
partment before beginning the committee’s inquiry into the White 
House Travel Office matter, and I assured the Department my in- 
quiiy would not impinge upon the criminal case. 

Since the Justice Department already had cooperated with other 
investigations conducted by the White House and GAO, it concerns 
me that the Department sought to warn Congress alone off this 
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matter. I am aware of no such written warnings made by the De- 
partment when the White House fired the Travel Office employees 
over the objections of the FBI agents, and I am aware of no such 
written warnings to the White House when it undertook its White 
House management review and was allowed to interview key wit- 
nesses, FBI agents, and senior Justice officials involved in the m.at- 
ter, often prior to their respective interviews by Public Integrity 
prosecutors charged with undertaking the criminal investigation. 

Despite having obtained some disturbing information, this com- 
mittee scrupulously has avoided anything that may impinge on the 
upcoming criminal case. The committee has received no documents 
from the Public Integrity Section concerning that case and very 
likely has much less information than the White House ever had 
about it. 

The committee has not interviewed the agent involved, even 
though the White House, the FBI, and Justice Department did so 
in their respective inquiries. The safeguards we have operated 
under in this investigation far surpass those of the White House 
or other investigations. 

So any suggestion that this hearing could result in tainting the 
jury pool due to exposure to media reports should be put in the 
context of the many successful jury selections here in Washington, 
DC, in cases such as the Ollie North trial, the Marion Barry trial, 
Abscam trial, all of the Watergate trials, and the eveiyday criminal 
matters that receive media attention on a regular basis. 

The committee’s investigation will be the first truly independent 
and open investigation of the entire Travel Office matter and the 
ensuing reports and investigations. Serious questions will be 
raised, questions which I believe merit further investigation, re- 
view, and resolution by this committee, and I hope we can resolve 
these issues in a thoughtful manner with an eye toward improved 
procedures in the future. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. William F. Clinger, Jr. follows:] 

Preparkd Statement of Hon. William F. Cunger, Jr., a Representative in 
Congress From the State of Pennsylvania 

The Committee will come to order. 

Good morning. The Committee is meeting today to hear testimony on the firings 
of the entire staff of the White House Travel Office in May 1993, the related events 
leading up to their firings, the individuals prompting these firings, the appropriate- 
ness of actions taken, possible conflicts or ethical violations that occurred, the subse- 
quent investigations of these matters and the levels of candor and cooperation by 
those involved in both responding to the investigations and conducting the inves- 
tiMtions. 

The Committee is undertaking this investigation in order to fulfill its Constitu- 
tional obligations under Article I to oversee Executive Branch operations. These ob- 
ligations are reflected in the authorities and responsibilities set out in Rules X and 
Xl of the House of Representatives. In accordance with discussions with Ranking 
Member Collins, I ask unanimous consent that the time for opening statements be 
limited to 60 minutes with the time equally divided between majority and minority. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF OVERSIGHT 

The Committee’s Travel Office investigation will prove instructive to the Congress 
on legislative and oversight fronts. The Travel Office matter is a case study: in how 
the aouse of power by those with political access can cause grave harm to innocent 
individuals and the public trust; and in the hypi^risy of those who impose one set 
of rules on government employees and a very different set on political appointees 
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and friends; and, finally, in how the While House — any White House — should not 
respond to an investigation. 

Sadly, the Travel Office matter reflects yet again a disturbing pattern of White 
House resistance to appropriate oversight mandated in law by Democrat Congress 
or requested by the Piesiaent’s own Deputy Attorney General. Too often. Adminis- 
tration attorneys responded to investigations like private defense attorneys rather 
than public servants charged with preserving our trust in the highest office in the 
land. 

This pattern was established when former Counsel Bernard Nussbaum apparently 
secreted away the Vince Foster Travel Office file which eluded investigators and the 
public until this year. Nussbaum justified such actions by stating: “If this were IBM, 
a smart lawyer would have removed the documents before the subpoena ever got 
here.” Mr. Nussbaum too often created problems where none may have existed. He 
and his successors have exacerbated real problems by playing hide and seek with 
documents. 

Most importantly from my point of view, this inquiry will also illustrate pitfalls 
confronting investigations exercising appropriate White House oversight, especially 
when both the Executive Branch and the legislative branch are controlled by the 
same political party as was the case from 1993 until January of this year. Unlike 
all other federal agencies, the White House has no Inspector General. Yet since Wa- 
tergate, Congress recognized the need for congressional oversight of the White 
House. The highest office in the land cannot be held to a lower level of accountabil- 
ity. 

In the 103rd Congress, I led efforts to create an Office of Inspector General for 
the White House. While there are obviously particular needs and sensitive concerns 
unique to investigating the White House, it is essential for the public trust to have 
independent evaluations of allegations of ethical, financial or criminal wrongdoing. 
The legslation I supported recognized the need to insulate Presidential policy-mak- 
ing deliberations ana decisions from premature scrutiny but afforded the right of 
Congress to conduct oversight of the administrative functions of the White House. 

As the primary Oversight Committee in Congress, this Committee oversees the 
operations of all government agencies, including the GAO, IRS, FBI and Justice De- 
partment. This includes the White House and Executive Office of the Ptesident. Its 
necessary and proper role is to evaluate how White House appropriations are spent, 
how White House personnel adhere to government- wide standards of conduct and 
how the White House responds to allegations of possible wrongdoing. In the Travel 
Office matter, the White House itself acknowledged only limited appearances of 
wrongdoing. 

When the White House fails to fully comply with investigations mandated by Con- 
gress or senior Justice Department officials and the oversight role critical to our sys- 
tem of checks and balances is compromised, it is incumbent upon this Committee 
to assert its jurisdiction. Interestingly, many of the issues we will address were 
identified by Deputy Counsel Vince Foster in the Travel Office file the White House 
only recently disclosed. These issues remain unresolved. 

HEARINGS WERE REQUESTED OVER TWO YEARS AGO ON THIS MATTER 

As the witnesses here today will testify, providing oversight of 1600 Pennsylvania 
Avenue entails unique challenges. More than two years ago, I requested Travel Of- 
fice hearings after the White House’s investigation was led by the Chief of Staff who 
approved the firings. The New York Times characterized the White House Manage- 
ment Review as a “Stealthy, Evasive Confession” .... “replete with the ‘mistakes 
were made’ format of White House dodges of the past.” Documents disclosed today 
will reaffirm that evaluation. 

That is why I supported the July, 1993 House Resolution of Inquiry calling upon 
the White House to provide Congress documents relevant to the issue. Ironically, 
among those who moved to sidetrack the Resolution, then-Judiciary Committee 
Chairman Brooks acknowledged: “The appropriate time to assess whether additional 
congressional oversight is indicated is after the ongoing, independent reviews are 
completed.” 

In fact, the August 15, 1993 Washington Post reported that, according to a Com- 
mittee aide, then-Chairman Brooks had told White House Chief of Staff Thomas 
Mack McLarty he needed an independent review of the travel office matter and 
questioned whether the White House r^rimands were commensurate with what 
was needed. In a July 13, 1993 letter to Brooks, President Clinton pieced that the 
Attorney General would have the Administration’s “full cooperation.” Tnat was un- 
fortunately not to be the case. 
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In September 1993, I actually withdrew my initial request for hearings in consid- 
eration of the ongoing GAO and OPR investigations which I hoped would definitely 
dispose of the matter. However, our review of the GAO report and its work papers 
revealed GAO failed to consider significant findings of its own investigators and 
failed to follow up obvious discrepancies and omissions. In fairness, it must be noted 
that GAO was denied access to documents and witnesses which it deemed relevant 
and important to its investigation. 

Then-Chairman Conyers wrote me last year, “You have raised serious questions 
about GAO’s report to Congress” and asked that GAO provide a “detailed response” 
to my letter but hearings were never held during the 103rd Congress. When I be- 
came Chairman, I committed to get the facts out once and for all. 

Let me say 1 think it is hi^ly unlikely that we would be sitting here today if 
Republicans were still the minority party in the House of Representatives. Had I 
been a Democrat during the last two years, I would also likely have resisted the 
holding of hearings which promised to embarrass the White House. Just as I am 
sure that Republicans were reluctant to hold hearings on matters such as Watergate 
when the White House was in Republican hands. The difference, of course, was that 
as the minority party in Congress, we could not forestall hearings had we wanted 
to and the fact that we have been unable to hold hearings on this matter until now 
convinces me that we should adopt a chan^ in the House Rules which we Repub- 
licans have long promoted. Very simply, the Rule would provide that where the 
White House is controlled by one party and the Congress by the other that the con- 
trol of the principal oversight committees in the House and the Senate be controlled 
by the minority. Had such a Rule been in effect in the last Congress, hearings on 
the White House Travel Office would have long since been concluded. At the very 
least where both the Executive and Legislative branches are under one party con- 
trol, the minority should be afforded the power to issue subpoenas without the con- 
currence of the majority. 

THE FIRINGS IN THE TRAVEL OFFICE AND RELATED EVENTS 

On May 19, 1993, all seven White House Travel Office employees were fired 
abruptly. White House statements that day indicated the firings followed an audit 
performed pursuant to Vice President Gore’s National Performance Review which 
uncovered “abysmal mismanagement” and “shoddy accounting practices.” Spokes- 
person Dee Dee Myers added that the FBI was investigating possible criminal viola- 
tions by the fired employees. The employees themselves first heard those allegations 
on television while packing their personal belongings to leave the White House. 

Almost a week before, on May 13, 1993, Associate White House Counsel Bill Ken- 
nedy had summoned the FBI because those at “the hipest level” in the White 
House wanted prompt action on a matter allegedly involved possible financial 
wrongdoing in a White House office. The FBI dispatched two sets of agents to figure 
out jurisdictional issues. The first two agents tried to tell their superiors they 
weren’t the right guys for the job and recommended sending a field agent as would 
normally occur. But nothing anout this case would take the “normal course.” Ken- 
nedy was "adamant” that someone from headquarters with a “national perspective” 
be involved and the FBI obtained senior FBI approval. The acting chief of the Vio- 
lent Crimes and Major Offenders section was sent to — of all places — the White 
House Travel Office. 

The second set of FBI agents met with Presidential cousin Catherine Cornelius 
who had been dispatched ^ David Watkins to the Travel Office, where she copied 
and removed documents. Cornelius’ own meetings with Mr. Thomason had gen- 
erated an awareness of kickback allegations which she embroidered with claims that 
Travel Office employees led high-flying lifestyles. Her allegations provided predi- 
cation for the FBI investigation. 

Suddenly, the Counsel’s office shifted gears, telling the agents the White House 
would conduct an outside “audit” first and allow the F^BI to investigate if warranted. 
The FBI insisted it should be present at the audit but Mr. Foster and Mr. Kennedy 
said no. The FBI acquiesced. An FBI e-mail to Larry Potts (then head of the Crimi- 
naJ Division, FBI) at 7:40 p.m. that evening reads, “On several occasions, Mr. Foster 
expressed his sincere appreciation for the help rendered by the FBI.” 

At the time, Mr. Potts was under scrutiny for his role in Ruby Ridge and former 
FBI Director Sessions was fighting to keep his job. This was a (fifficult time for the 
Bureau and while FBI agents maintain the White House did not intimidate them, 
their departures from standard procedure suggest more subtle pressure may have 
been at play. Why were more than two dozen FBI employees involved in a matter 
which should have been a job for a field agent? 
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Meanwhile, the White House brought in an “independent” auditor which was nei- 
ther independent nor an auditor. Inexplicably, the White House retained the man- 
agement consulting — not the public accounting — arm of KPMG Peat Marwick. And 
Peat Marwick documents make clear the White House directed its efforts in the 
Travel Office. 

On Monday, May 17, Watkins wrote a memo to Chief of Staff Mack McLarty re- 
garding the firings and copied the memo to the First La^. The memo was l^ed 
to Director of Media Affairs Jeff Eller, traveling with the President, Bruce Lindsey 
and two of the Travel Office stafTers in California. Mr. Eller told Mr. Podesta he 
shared the memo with Bruce Lindsey who in turn told Mr. Podesta he discussed 
the memo with the President. Neither of these accounts was included in the White 
House Management Review and Mr. Eller says he destroyed all his Travel Office 
documents shortly after the matter broke in the press. 

While the FBI awaited a Peat Marwick report, the White House decided to fire 
the Travel Office employees on Wednesday, May 19, 1993. The FBI said that it 
would harm the investigation it initiated on May 14. The White House ignored its 
concerns and neither the FBI nor the Justice Department ever subsequently com- 
plained of this action. When word of the firings reached Justice, its Criminal Divi- 
sion drafted an “Urgent Memo" noting the FBI was involved due to the “kickbacks’ 
allegation. (Justice's role in initiating or confirming the investigation never was 
independently considered anywhere.) 

Peat Marwick’s report was unavailable when the White House announced the 
firings on May 19. In fact, it was not yet written. As a result, its author. Peat 
Marwick partner Larry Herman, was called into a meeting with George 
Stephanopoulos, Dee Dee Myers, Vince Foster, Bill Kennedy, Ricki Seidman and 
Harry Thomason and greeted with the question, “Where the hell is the report?” The 
White House had no more than a few pages of draft material at the time it an- 
nounced the firings it said were based on Peat Marwick’s report. The press repeat- 
edly asked for the report in the May 19 press conference, leaving the White House 
with a difficult Mlitical situation from which only its so-called “independent audi- 
tor” and the FBI could extricate it. 

In other words, while claiming it had “predication” for an investigation on May 
14, the FBI allowed the White House to call the shots on its investigation for well 
over a week. In a previously undisclosed phone conversation between White House 
Counsel Bemie Nussbaum and Deputy Attorney General Phil Heymann on the 
morning of Friday, May 21, Mr. Nussbaum asked Heymann if the V^ite House 
could announce there was an investigation. Nussbaum later claimed George 
Stephanopoulos had pressed him to take action. Nussbaum also said FBI Deputy 
Director Floyd Clarke happened to be in Heymann’s office when Heymann gave the 
go ahead to announce an investigation. As a field agent who had been brought in 
and briefed at the time told OPR investigators, the White House called the shots 
in the Travel Office investigation and FBI dealings with the White House were “def- 
erential.” The FBI did not receive the Peat Marwick report until 7:30 p.m. on Fri- 
day, May 21, long after the report had been released to the press. 

THE ROLE OF PRESIDENTFAL FRIENDS AND FAMILY 

Both the President and First Lady were informed of the Travel Office matter prior 
to the May 19 firing. Harry Thomason, Vince Foster and David Watkins appear 
to have advised the First Lady about Travel Office developments. Harry Thomason 
worked at the White House late into the night on May 13 and Mr. Foster’s Travel 
Office file indicates the First Lady received updates from Foster and Watkins that 
evening. 

Mr. Thomason returned to the White House early the next day. May 14 — the day 
the Peat Marwick team arrived — and stayed there throughout the weekend. One 
witness from World Wide Travel, Ms. Fan Dozier, told Mr. Podesta she ran into 
Harry Thomason on Sunday, May 16. Thomason said to her, “you mean you’re not 
up there working? [in the Travel Office]” and added that he would call the First 
Lady and she would be very upset to hear that World Wide Travel was not already 
in place. 

Mr. Thomason claimed to have heard from friends in the air charter industry that 
the Travel Office employees were accepting “kickbacks.” Mr. Thomason also told 
Watkins, Deputy Counsel Vince Foster and others at the White House that firing 
the employees would be a “good story.” He told another White House employee, Jen- 
nifer O’Connor “these guys are ripping us off, they’re bastards ... it is a great 
press story. Bill Clinton cleaning up house.” Ms. O’Connor asked Harry Thomason 
if he had any evidence. He said he did. Steve Davison of World Wide Travel told 
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Mr. Podesta that he had heard Mr. Thomason had hired a private investigator to 
check out the Travel Office. 

As the press miickly revealed, Ms. Cornelius and Harry Thomason were the pri- 
mary sources of the rumors and allegations that led to the firings and set uiis 
“stage” in motion. Despite the President’s claims there were rumors everywhere, all 
the rumors appear to have originated with Harry Thomason. As we will learn today. 
Presidential thend Harry Thomason was involved in a number of other activities at 
the White House which will require subsequent examination. 

Thomason spoke with President Clinton and the President’s personal adviser and 
current Deputy Counsel Bruce Lindsey about obtaining their assistance in his ef- 
forts to win a sole source government contract at GSA to audit the entire federal 
civilian aircraft fleet and “revitalize” the aircraft industry. Apparently Mr. Martens 
was work^ out some kind of arran^ment to consult with the Interagency Commit- 
tee on Aviation Policy to do this audit. Mr. Martens, with his own privile^d White 
House access, secured assistance from 0MB and GSA to get his proposals rolling. 
While the White House claims it pulled the plug on this scheme late in the summer 
of 1993, one has to wonder whether this occurred because ongoing investigations 
threatened to expose it. As it was, none of these documents was ever turned over 
to GAO despite its requests for documents relating to Mr. Thomason and Mr. 
Martens. 

Having just finished a major procurement bill, I find this behavior particularly 
offensive. While rules governing government contracting are more burdensome than 
necessary, we all must follow the rules, even those of us with access. T^e process 
by which Mr. Martens sou^t to obtain this business from GSA certainly warrants 
further review. Would the process he suggested have avoided conflict of interest is- 
sues? Would he and his partner, Harry Thomason have stood to benefit from the 
changes he proposed? 

“Put me in front of the right person at the White House and I will prove the value 
of both the project and 'Thomason’s capabilities,” Darnell Martens wrote his TRM 
business partner Harry 'Thomason while touting his loyalty to the Administration. 
Subsequent memos spoke of “a memo to Harry Thomason which was presented to 
and discussed with the President in mid-February” and a request indicating the 
President needed to “issue an executive order” and “enter into a consulting agree- 
ment with TRM’ to get this project going. 

Mr. 'Thomason said at the time, do find it surprising that a person who was 
as instrumental as I was in the Clinton campaign cannot pick up a phone in the 
White House and ask for information for people.” Mr. Thomason’s olatant inconsist- 
ency in seeking a sole source aviation contract for his own business partner while 
alleging that the Travel Office employees failure to competitively bid press charters 
proved they were “on the take” is astounding. The President read ri^t from the 
Thomason script when he too said the firings were undertaken to promote “competi- 
tive bidding.” Competitive bidding for whom? 

The White House and Mr. Thomason disregarded inherent conflicts in Thomason’s 
far-ranging role while the White House Management Review disingenuously claimed 
Thomason was only at the White House working on the “staging” of Presidential 
events. Mr. 'Thomason was meeting on several other matters as we will learn of 
today. 

Catherine Cornelius, the President’s 2C year-old cousin, was “selected” to replace 
the veteran Travel Office employees whose tenure spanned between 9 to 33 years 
in that office. She brought in World Wide Travel agency from Little Rock, Arkansas, 
without a competitive hid. However, the press uproar which followed the firings 
caused World Wide Travel itself to withdraw before the White House completed its 
sole source process. Yet before it left the While House, World Wide was told, “we 
will do anytning if you will stay.” World Wide Travel told the White House to give 
it back the fired Travel Office workers! 

'The press seized upon leaked memos indicating that Cornelius had proposed early 
on in the Administration that she be placed in charge of the White House Travel 
Office and resume the role she had in the Clinton campaign. Senior Administration 
officials David Watkins and Patsy 'Thomasson asked her to say Watkins never read 
it. 

'Thomason partner Darnell Martens, who appeared at the White House with a 
White House employee pass on May 12, pitched in and summoned Penny Sample, 
president of Air Advantage, without a competitive bid. Ms. Sample also had worked 
on travel on the Clinton/Gore campaign. She immediately came to the White House 
to assist with press travel arrangements. Furthermore, when Ms. Sample received 
what were touted as “erroneous commissions,” serious questions about the propriety 
of her actions — raised within the White House itself — were never addressed. No one 
called the FBI concerning the suspicions they had about her actions. 



17 


On May 21, just two days after the firings, when World Wide Travel decided to 
leave the White House, senior Administration official Patsy Thomasson held a 
closed door meeting with American Express. Ms. Thomasson brought in Secret Serv- 
ice agents to guard the door during this meeting. Later that day, George 
Stephanopoulos announced in a press conference that American Express would be 
brought into the White House, but the White House subsequently backed away from 
his remarks, claiming instead it was putting the contract out to bid. Did the other 
two companies participating in the alleged “competitive” bid have the benefit of a 
closed door meeting with Ms. Thomasson? 

May 21 was also the day the IRS came to Smyrna, Tennessee, descending on the 
offices of UltrAir, a small company that had provided most of the Travel Office’s do- 
mestic press charter services. IJltrAir was the firm Harry Thomason ensnared in his 
kickback allegations. It took the IRS two years to clear UltrAir of wrongdoing. No 
additional tax liability was found. 

WHY WE NEED TO CONDUCT THIS REVIEW 

For more then two years, I have sought information and documents concerning 
the White House Travel Office matter. Many of the White House documents (bat 
have been produced were received only after I announced this hearing. More than 
300 pages of White House documents remain in White House custody yet to be re- 
viewed by the Committee in any form until recently — too recently to enable us to 
evaluate their importance or relevance prior to this hearing. The delay in receiving 
documents has in turn delayed our ability to interview witnesses. Though the pas- 
sage of time can cloud memories, the unusually hazy recollections of those we have 
interviewed make documents essential if we are to proceed. The documents we are 
only now receiving include many the White House withheld from other investiga- 
tors. In the case of GAO, Mr. Podesta described more than 400 pages of notes and 
more than 300 pages of drafts and chronologies as a “thimbleful of notes.” GAO 
counsel has told this Committee that in his opinion, Mr. Podesta and Associate 
Counsel Neil Eggleston lied to GAO. 

In short, we need to conduct this review because serious questions remain: 

• Why did the White House resist these reviews? 

• Why did the White House ignore significant information uncovered by its own 
Management Review concerning misconduct by senior White House officials who 
asked subordinates to lie about events involved in this matter? 

• What other activities was Harry Thomason involved in at the White House? 
Why weren’t they reported? 

• Why did the same people who criticized the White House Travel Office employ- 
ees for failing to competitively bid press charters try to maneuver a series of sole 
source contracts benefiting a tight circle of political friends? 

• Why didn’t the White House provide critical documents to investigators and 
why did they impose such restrictive and burdensome requirements on investiga- 
tors? 

• Did Harry Thomason, Darnell Martens, Catherine Cornelius, Bruce Lindsey 
and others at the White House have conflicts-of-interest related to these events? 

• How did the IRS come to investigate UltrAir which already had voluntarily-co- 
operated with the IRS on a separate-tax issue? 

• Were Hariy 'Thomason and/or Darnell Martens special government employees? 

• Did any White House officials violate standards of conduct? If so, who? 

• If senior White House officials will bend the rules over so seemingly incon- 
sequential an issue as this and then spend two years keeping the true story from 
government investigators and the American public, what lengths might they go to 
to frustrate oversight of amas with far more serious consequences, such as foreign 
policy or national security? 

After five reviews, these and other significant issues remain unaddressed. Key 
witnesses either could not or would not cooperate in the past. 'The fired Travel Of- 
fice employees, some of whom are here in the audience today, were not heard from 
in a single investigation. The Committee has interviewed the six employees who 
have been exonerated of any wrongdoing. Their story deserves to be told. 'They de- 
serve a forum to redeem their good names. 

Harry Thomason, the producer-director of this White House fiasco, refused to co- 
operate fully with investigators even the White House. Bob Bennett, attorney for 
Harry 'Thomason — as well as the President — has informed this Committee that 
Hany 'Thomason will not voluntarily comply with any of our document requests or 
requests for an informal interview. 



18 


WHAT THIS HEARING IS NOT ABOUT 

Finally let me note that today’s heariM is not at all about the pending criminal 
case against the former Director of the Travel Office. In April of this year, I initi- 
ated contact with the Justice Department before beginning the Committee’s inquiry 
into the White House Travel Ofnce matter. I assured the Department my inquiry 
would not impinge uran the criminal case. 

Since the Justice Department alrea^ had cooperated with other investigations 
conducted by the White House and GAO, it concerns me that the Department 
sought to warn Congress alone off the matter. I am aware of no such written 
warnings made by the Department when the White House fired the Travel Office 
employees over the objections of the FBI agents. 1 am aware of no such written 
warnings to the White House when it undertook its White House Management Re- 
view and was allowed to interview key witnesses, FBI agents and senior Justice offi- 
cials Involved in the matter oflen prior to their respective interviews by Public In- 
temty prosecutors chaiged with undertaking the criminal investigation. 

Despite having obtained some disturbing information, this Committee has scru- 
pulously avoided anything that may impinge on the upcoming criminal case. 'Hie 
Committee has received no documents from the Public Integrity Section concerning 
that case and very likely has much less information than the White House ever had 
about it. The Committ^ has not interviewed the agents involved even thou^ the 
White House, the FBI and Justice Department did so in their respective inquiries. 
The safeguards we have operated under in this investigation far surpass those of 
the White House or other investigations. 

Any suggestion that this hearing could result in tainting the jury pool due to ex- 
posure to media reports should be put in the context of the many successful jury 
selections here in Washington, DC, m cases such as the Ollie North trial, the Mar- 
ion Barry trial, ABSCAM trials, all of the Watergate trials and the everyday crimi- 
nal matters that receive media attention on a regular basis. 

'The Committee’s investigation will be the first truly independent and open inves- 
tigation of the entire Travel Office matter and the ensuing reports and investiga- 
tions. Serious questions will be raised; questions which I believe merit further inves- 
tigation, review and resolution by this Committee. 1 hope we can resolve these is- 
sues in a thoughtful manner with an eye toward improved procedures in the future. 
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THE ROLE OF 
THE 


PRESIDENT 

AND 

THE FIRST LADY 



"THE HIGHEST LEVELS" 

THE ROLE OF THE PRESIDENT AND THE FIRST LADY 


"LOOK AT THE FACTS, EVALUATE THE FACTS 
AND DRAW YOUR OWN CONCLUSIONS" 

President Clinton on May 21, 1993 after the 
Travel Office firings 


"let’s just say it’s THE highest level" 

Bill Kennedy in response to FBI Agent Apple who asked 
"What do you mean the highest levels?" on May 13, 1993 


"Mrs. Clinton has a general recoUection of having conversations with 
Mr. Foster and Mr. McLarty about the Travel Office situation prior 
to the termination of the Travel Office employees. She has no 
specific recollection of any particular conversation with Mr. 
Thomason on this issue at that time." 

First Lady responses to GAO questions about her 
conversations about the Travel Office, April 6, 1994 


" Hillar y telephone conversation with David Watkins on Friday, May 
14.. .’Harry says his people can run thing s better; save money, etc. 
And besides we need those people out - We need our people in - We 
need the slots..." 

Notes by David Watkins of conversation with the'First 
Ladv 



"While waiting to see Mr. McLarty, Mr. Foster mentioned that ’his 
clients,’ meaning President and Mrs. Clinton, were concerned about 
the White House Travel Office matter." 

Patsy Thomason in GAO interview on September 22, 1993 

"Dinner that night [May 17]. ..mentioned to President.. he asked what 
it’s about.. I repeated back what I’d read in memo ...audit, cash in 
drawers, etc." 

Bruce Lindsey in White House Management Review 
interview, June 9, 1993 
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PRESIDENT CLINTON 
LETTER TO 
CHAIRMAN BROOKS 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 


July 13, 1993 


The Honorable Jack Brooks 
Chairman 

Committee on Judiciei^ 

House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 2051S 

Dear Hr. Chairman: 

I understand that your Committee will soon be considering a 
resolution, H. Res. 198, relating to the White House Travel 
Office. In connection with the pending resolution, you have 
inquired about what steps the Administration has taken to review 
decisions and events surrounding the dismissal of seven employees 
from the White House Travel Office and what actions nay be taken 
in the future. 

As you are aware. Chief of Staff Hack Hclarty and OHB Director 
Leon Panetta undertook an intensive review of actions by the 
White House staff regarding the White House Travel Office. A 
copy of the Report of that review was provided to you on July 2, 
1993. 

Mr. McLarty and Mr. Panetta also asked Attoraey General Reno to 
review the report. 

The Attorney General asked David Haurgolis, a career prosecutor, 
to review the report. Mr. Hargolis found that the report was in 
substance consistent with the FBI's own internal review. The 
Attorney General also confirmed that no contact occurred between 
the White House and the IRS concerning this matter. 

The Attorney General is in the process of reviewing any matters 
relating to the Travel Office and you can be assured that the 
Attorney General will have the Administration's full cooperation 
in investigating those matters which the Department wishes to 
review. 

Sincerely, 
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THE FIRST LADY 

WHITE HOUSE 
MANAGEMENT REVIEW 

INTERVIEW 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

W**HINCTON 


April C, 1994 


Hmncy R. Xlngabory 
Dlraetor 

Tadaral Buaaa Xaaeurea ManagaBant laauaa 
eanaral Cevarmant Divialon 
Canaral AeoeuBtlng Ofilca 
Haablngten, O.e. 20S49 

Ra: 6A0 Ramiaaca for aaaponaaa to ttrltten Ouaatlpna. 
Daax Ha. Klngabuxy: 

Attachad plaaaa find written raaponaaa to the guaationa 
that SAG poaad to Kra. Clinton. 


Vary truly yoi 




H. Kail Sgglaaton 

Aaaoeiata Ceunaal to the Traaidant 
(203) 496-7901 
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BispovsBa TO <ao QoiBTXosa rat job. cLXiToat 


1. Kra. Clinton doaa not know th« erlgia of tha daolaion 
to rameva tha Khita Rouaa Trcval Off lea aaployaaa. Sha baliavaa 
that tha daeialon to taxminata tha asployaaa vould bava baan oada 
by Kr. Hatkina with tha approval of Kr. KcLarty. 

3. Kra. Clinton vaa avara that Hr. Batkina vaa undartaking 
a raviaw of tha aituation in tha Traval Offioa, but aha had no 
rola in tha daciaion to taminata tha a^loyaaa. 

3. Hra. Clinton did not diraet that any action ba takan by 
anyona with ragard to tha Traval Offiea, othar than axpraaaing an 
intarsat in racaiving inforaation about tha raviaw. 

4 . Kra ,_clintan-doaa- not racall_thla_OQayaEaation- vith-tha 
aane laval of datail_aa.Kr.._Ratkiaa._ Sha raealla that on Friday, 
Hay I4',~'a>ia~had a vary abort tal^hona call with Hr. Batkina. 

Kr. Batkina atatad that Hr. Foatar had nantionad that Hra. 

Clinton vaa Intaraatad in knowing what waa going on with tha 
Traval Offiea. Kra. Clinton knaw that Mr. Batkina waa out of 
town. Hr. Batkina eonvayad to har that avan though ha waa not in 
Baahlngton, hia offiea vaa taking approprlata action. 

5. Hra. Clinton haa a ganaral racollaetion of having 
oonvaraatlona with Kr. Foatar and Hr. McLarty about tha Traval 
Offiea aituation prior to tha tanination of tha Traval Offiea 
amployaaa. Sha haa no apaelfie racollaetion of any particular 
convaraation with Kr. Thomaaon on thia iaana at that tiaa. 

Hra. Clinton baliavaa that aba apoka with Mr. Foatar 
about tha Traval Offiea bafora har talaphcna call with Kr. 
Batkins. Sha alao baliavas that aha had ■ vary briaf 
convaraation with Mr. Kclarty aenatlBa bafora aha apoka with Mr. 
Watkins. In that eonvarsatlon, sha told Nr. MCLarty that aha had 
hoard about problaas in tha Traval Offiea and wantad Kr. McLarty 
to bo avara of it. 

Mrs. Clinton doss net raeall aaaing tha Kay 17 
BOBorandua froB Kr. Batkina to Kr. McLarty until after tha Traval 
Offioa OBployaaa wara tominatad. 
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GAO 


United Scuet 

GcDcrml AccooatiAg Office 

WetbiBKcoB. D.C. 20548 


Generml Goverameat Divteloa 



March 16, 1994 

Mr. Neil Eggleston 

Associate Counsel to the President 

The White House 

Dear Mr. Eggleston: 

As part of our review of the White House Travel Office, we 
have Identified additional infomation we need from a few 
individuals. We would appreciate your assistance in having 
the following individuals provide responses to me addressing 
the questions indicated in the enclosures: Mrs. Clinton, 

Mr. Panetta, Ms. WilliasM, and Ms. Thomasson. 

We would appreciate receiving this information by March 25, 
1994. Unless the responses raise other unresolved issues, 
these questions would close our outstanding requests for 
interviews with these individuals. We appreciate your 
immediate attention to this request and recognise the short 
timeframe we are requesting. If you have any questions 
regarding this request, please call me at (202) 512*5074. 

Sincerely yours, 

/’jLj 

Nancy Kingabury 
Dlrecror 

Federal Human Reaource Hanagement 
Issued 


Enclosures 
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r.AO oin^snoNS for mrs. Clinton 

The White House Management Report describes, on page 9, the following: 

That afternoon [May 13], before Faster talked to Watldns about Peat 
Marwick, Foster went to see the First Lady on a matter unrelated to the 
Travel Office. The First Lady told Foster that she had heard about problems 
in the Travel Office. Foster replied that Kennedy was looking into it Late 
that afternoon, she saw McLarty and inquired about the situation in the 
Travel Office. Foster subsequently informed her that Peat Marwick was 
going to conduct a review of the Office." 

In our interview with Mr. David Watldns, he stated that (a) on May 14, Mrs. Clinton 
(through Mr. Foster) had expressed an interest or awareness of the situation in the Travel 
Office: and (b) that it was Mr. Watkins' understanding that Mr. Harry Thomason asked to 
have an update on the situadon. Mr. Watkins reported that in a subsequent conveisadon 
on the same day, .Mrs. Clinton (a) mendoned the 25 percent (White House) stafi reduction 
goal: (b) said it would be good to have "our people" working in the Travel Office; and (c) 
said that the administration had been criticized at dte time tor being slow in filling 
positions, and had delayed too long. We also note that the White Honse Travel Office 
Management Review contains a copy of a memorandum from Mr. Watkiiis to Mr. McLarty 
which was marked as "cc" to Mrs. Cflinton, and which describes the steps taken to review the 
Travel Office matter and the decisions made to remove the employees and cany out the 
functions with other staff. 

We respectfully request Mrs. Clinton's official response to the following questions: 

1. How would you describe and to whom would you attribute the origin of the decision 
to remove the Travel Office employees? 

2. How would you characterize your role in that decision? 

3. Did you ask or direct that any action be taken by anyone in regard to the White 
House Travel Office? 

4. Is Mr. Watldns' characterization of his discussion with you, as recorded by us, 
accurate? If not, bow would you describe the discussion? 

5. Did you participate in any other discussions with White House staff or Mr. 
Thomason concerning the White House Travel Office matter during the 
period leading up to the removal of the Travel Office employees on May 19, 

1993? If so. when and how would you describe those discussions? 
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TO: Mark Gearan 
FE: Lisa Caputo 

RE: Talking Points on Travel Report 
DT; July 2, 1993 


SUMMARY: 

Mrs. Clinton beard rumblings about problems in the Travel 
Office as did most White House staff. During a meeting with 
Vince Foster unrelated to the Travel Office, Mrs. Clinton 
mentioned to Foster that she had heard about problems in the 
Travel Office. Foster told her Bill Kennedy was looking into the 
matter. Later that same day, Mrs. Clinton saw Hack McLarty in 
passing and asked about the situation in the Travel Office. 
McLarty told Mrs. Clinton that the matter was being looked into. 
Subsequently, Foster told Mrs. Clinton that Peat-Marwick was 
conducting an audit. 

David Watkins, who was out of town in Tennessee, received 
updates on the audit from Patsy Thomasson. Watkins called Foster 
with reports. Foster told Watkins the First Lady was interested 
in the matter and suggested Watkins call Mrs. Clinton to update 
her. Watkins called Mrs. Clinton and updated her on audit. 

When the audit was completed on Hay 17, Watkins recommended 
that seven Travel Office employees be fired. McLarty approved 
it. Watkins wrote a memo to McLarty and cc'ed Mrs. Clinton. 
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12299 

EBC TALdlQ POIHTS OH THXVXZr OFFICE BEPORT 


Q: How did Mrs. Clinton hsar about problems in the Travel Office? 

A: Mrs. Clinton heard about potential problems and alleged wrong 
doing in the Travel Office from talk circulating around the White 
House. 

Q: Did 1^. Clinton talk to Harry Thomaaaoh about the Travel 
Office? . 

A: Mrs. Clinton doesn't recall who mentioned it to her initially. 
Thomasson uy have mentioned it to her among other people in 
passing. 


Q: Why did Mrs. Clinton meet with Tinea Foster on matters that 
were unrelated to the Travel Office on Nay 13? 

A: Mrs. Clinton mat with Foster on health can nlated issues. 

; : ■ 

Q; Why during that meeting did Mrs. Clinton ask Foster about the 
Travel Office? 

A: She bad heard a number of rumors and mention^ it to Foster. 
Foster told Mrs. Clinton Bill Kennedy was looking into the 
matter. (NOTE: Bill Kennedy is assigned the duty of handling 
internal White Bouse security. Kennedy was involved in the 
Travel Office matter because it fell under his job description.) 

Q; Did Mrs. Clinton ever have a conversation with Bill Kennedy 
about the Travel Office? 

A: No. Mrs. Clinton never had conversations or discussions with 
Kennedy on the Travel Office. 


Q: Why did Mrs.' Clinton ask Hack HcLarty about the Travel Office? 

A: Mrs. Clinton, who works in the West Wing, obviously sees 
HcLarty. She asked him in passing about the situation in the 
Travel Office. McLarty told Mrs. Clinton the matter was being 
looked into. Vince Foster subsequently called Mrs. Clinton and 
told her Peat-Harwick was going to conduct a review of the 
office. 
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Q: Old Hrs. Clinton ask for updates and specific infornation on 
the Travel Office? - . 

A: No. Hrs. Clinton raised her concern about the possible wrong 
doing in the White House Travel Office with Vince Foster and with 
Mack McLarty. Foster later took it upon hiaself to suggest to 
Watkins that he update the First Lady on the situation . At no 
time did Hrs. Clinton ask for any update or information on the 
audit. Watkins updated Mrs. Clinton on the apdlt and later cc'ed 
her on a memo because he was being responsive to Foster's 
suggestion. 

Hrs. Clinton never asked for the. memo and did not read the 
memo. Hrs. Clinton had the memo routed to Haggle Williams, Hrs. 
Clinton's Chief of Staff, as an FYI. , - • 


Q: Why did Watkins call Hrs. Clinton and update her on the audit? 

A: Watkins was just being responsive in updating Mrs. Clinton 
because she had expressed an interest to Foster. 


Q: Why did Watkins cc Mrs. Clinton on the memo to McLarty? 
A: Again, Watkins was just being responsive. 


Q: Was Mrs. Clinton Interviewed for this report on the Travel 
Office? 

A: Yes. She talked to John Podesta and Todd Stem. The 
interview lasted approximately for 5-10 minutes. She knew few 
specif ics , about the natter. — 



33 


PATSY THOMASSON 
WHITE HOUSE 
OPR INTERVIEW 
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IEDEKAL BUXIAU of INVESnCATION 




t/29/«) 


Patay La* TboBaason waa aOviaad of tha Idantitlcs of 
tha intarviaving aganta. Ma. fhosaaaon waa intarvlavad in tha 
praaenea of Judith With, Offic* of Profaaaional Peaponaibility, 
Departaent of Juatiea, M. Nail Eggloaton, Aaaoeiata Counael to 
tha Praaidant, Tiaothy Dudlay, Counaal for Ha. Thoaaaaon froa 
Littl* Rock, Arkanaaa, baaad law fira of Hilaen, Engatroa, Corua, 
Dudlay and Coultar. 

Mb. Thoaaaaon ia tha Spacial Xaaiatant to tha Praaidant 
for Managaaant and Adainiatratien and Diraetor of tha Offic* of 
Adainiatration, Whit* Houa*. Sha baa baan a Special Aaciatant to 
Praaidant Bill Clinton aine* 3/1/93. She raporta dirabtly to 
David Uatkina, Assistant to tha President for Manageaent and 
Adainiatration. 

Ms. Thoaaason first bacaaa awara of tha Nhita House 
Telegraph and Travel Office (MITTO) in late April, 1993, in 
connection with her duties as part of the National Perforaance 
Review. Froa a conversation with David Watkins in early to 
Bid-May, 1993, she was awara of the rola of the HHTTO and that 
there wars ruaers of probleas in tha HHTTO. 

She attended a briefing regarding the HHTTO with David 
Watkins and Catherine Cornelius, Spacial Assistant to the 
Assistant to the President for Manageaent and Adainiatration, 
where Ms. Cornelius described 'extravagant lifestyles* of HHTTO 
eaployees, including ownership of race horses and vacation hones. 
Because of a laid; of pertinent details about the race horses and 
vacation hones, she was not convinced that there was a problem. 
Ms. Cornelius was unable to provide details such as what 
percentage of tlie horses was owned by the HHTTO employee and 
whether or not the vacation hoaes had been inherited. 

After Ms. Cornelius left the aeeting, Mr. Watkins was 
concerned that 'where there was aaoke, there Bight be fire.* In 
April there had been a coaaent at the White House Correspondents’ 
dinner that the press was paying toe much to travel with the 
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franidant and that eeasant had haan raportad in tba praas. 

Hr. Vatkins waa eeneamad that tha Kbita Beaaa would ha 
eritieiaad if thay did nothing. 

Xhay than diaeuaaad what ahould ha dona. Ha. Ihonaaaon 
knaw that tha WHTTO handlad r alnb uraabla aeeeunta and aha thought 
that thay naadad to hava tha WHTTO accounta auditad. Sinea tha 
Whlta Meuaa axaeutlva aanaganant did not hava an auditor, aha 
racoanandad that thay hlra a eartifiad public accounting fin. 

Ha. Thenaaaen knaw Larxy Banan fron tha XFHC 
Paat-Marvick fin bacauaa ha bad veluntaarad hia aarvieaa aa part 
of the National. Parfenanca Baviaw. Sha eonaultad with tha Nhita 
Houae Proeuranant Offica and laarnad that aha could hire tha 
Paat-Narwiek fin ainca aha had 'eoi^lling and axigant 
eircunatancaa* baaad on tha Infonation thua far gained. 

On S/13/(3, Hr. Natkina diaeuaaad tha aituation 
concerning tha NKTTO with Vincent Foatar, Deputy White Houae 
Counael. Later that aaaa day, aha and Maaara. Natkina and Foatar 
briefed Chief of Staff Thonaa F. "Hack* HcLarty. While waiting 
to aea Hr. HcLarty, Hr. Footer aentioned that "hia elienta,* 
neaning Preaidant and Hra. Clinton, ware concerned about the 
HHTTO natter. Hr. HcLarty agreed to hire the Peat-Harwick fin. 
Hr. Watkina hired than that day by telephone and nada Patay 
Thoaaaaon their point of contact, me Peat-Harwick fin agreed 
to atart their audit of tha HHTTO reiaburaable accounta the next 
day, 5/14/93. Hr. Natkina had to go out of town and 
Ha. Thonaaaon agreed to keep hin infoned while he waa away. 

Ha. nioaaaaon, Willian Xannady, Aaaociate White Houae 
Counael, Jennifer O'Conner, and Hathaw Hoora, fron tha Office of 
Hanagencnt and kdainiatration, net with the Peat-Harwick auditor 
at about 7:00 a.n. on 5/14/93. Ha. O'Conner and Hr. Hoore were 
auppoaed to detenine whet funetiona the WHTTO parfened and 
eveluata whether or net all of the HHTTO enpleyaea ware needed. 
The eudit began around 7:30 a.n. on 5/14/93. Tha auditen 
briefed Ha. Thonaaaon and Heaara. Foatar or Kennedy every hour or 
two. Lata Friday. 5/14/93, Hr. Footer cane to Ha. Thenaaaen's 
office and aakad bow the audit was progreaaing. Hr. Foatar beard 
Ha. Thonaaaon call Hr. Natkina and giva bin an update. 

Hr. Watkina aaked to apeak to Hr. Foster. Hr. Fester anceuragad 
Hr. Watkins to update 'the clients* (the Clintons) on the WHTTO 
natter. 
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On S/14/93, Mr. Xaimady Mntlonad to Ms. TbOBSsson that 
tha FBI had baen eallad, and Mr. Xannady would ba the FBI's point 
of contact. The audit continued on 5/15/93. 

During tha afternoon of 5/15/93 , two FBI agents cane to 
the White Bouse to be briefed by tha Faat^farwick auditor. 

Ms. ThoaasBon was present. The auditor reported that there were 
not enough records to perfora a ereal audit." The WHTTO operated 
as follows; They would astlaate the cost of a trip and bill the 
press people taking the trip. When the bills cane in, the next 
group of press people were charged aore er less to aake up any 
overcharge or undercharge frca the previous trip, even .it 
different press representatives were on the second trip. There 
was a discussion of whether the Feat-Marviek review would 
continue or whether the FBI should eoae in and start their own 
investigation. All agreed that the Feat-Marviek review should 
continue and the results would be given to the FBI as soon as 
possible. Ms. Thoaasson did not recall any discussion of whether 
or not the WHTTO eaployees should be texninated. 

The Feat-Marviek auditor worked on Sunday, 5/15/93, 
while Ms. Thoaasson worked at her desk. On Monday, 5/13/93, 

Ms. Thoaasson gave Mr. Watkins the eoaplete update. 

Ms. Thoaasson had grave concerns over the aansgeaent of the WKTTO 
and they talked about teralnating the WHTTO eaployees. 

Ms. Thoaasson thinks Mr. Watkins discussed the teraination of the 
WHTTO eaployees with Messrs. Foster, Kennedy and McLarty and 
recoaaended that they be fired. She has a vague recollection of 
soac discussion regarding the WHTTO eaployees staying on so they 
could be available for the FBI investigation. By late Monday, 

Hr. Watkins had decided to terainate tha WHTTO eaployees. 

Ms. Thoaasson 's next role was helping to arrange for 
the handling of coBaereial travel for White Mouse office staff 
and charter business which had previously baen pertoraad by the 
WHTTO. She eallad the Personnel Director and advised that the 
WHTTO eaployees would be leaving. Brian Foueart, Acting Direeter 
of the White Meuse Adainistrative Office, went with David Watkins 
to fire the WKTTO eaployees. Jennifer O'Conner prepared the 
press talking points about their teraination. 

Either late Wednesday, 5/19/93, er on Thursday, 

S/ZO/93, Hr. Watkins called Ms. Thoasssen and asked her to bring 
Larry Heraan, the Feat-Marviek auditor, to George Stephanepeulos* 
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ettiem. Thay vara iiaating with soaa Baabars ef 'tba praas and 
vara trying to anavar quaationa. Ma. TbOBataon could provlda no 
furtbar inforaation regarding thla aaatlng. 

On 5/21/93, Me. HioBaaaon waa with Mr. Xahnady 
anawarlng a letter froa Senator Bond when Mr. Kennedy waa called 
away to a seating in Mr. Etephanopoulea' office. She continued 
to work on the raaponae. later, Mr. Natklns told her that he had 
been at the aasa Beating, but did not elaborate on Ita purpoae. 

Ma. Thosasaon was interviewed for the Nhlta Houae 
Travel Office Managenent Review by Andre Oliver. She had two 
conversations with Vlnee Foster after the report was issued. In 
the first conversation, Mr. Foster asked her if she had read the 
report and she told his she had not. When he asked her why she 
had not, she told his that she had gone heae in tears after 
republicans bed siereprasented their handling ef the WHTTO Batter 
and she did not want to do it again. He told her that she had 
Bade a wise choice because the report would Bake her angry. 

Mr. Foster did not agree with sose of the inferences in the 
report. For axasplc, Harry Thosaaon, Thosason, Richland and 
Martens (TRM) , had cosplalned about the actions ef the HHTTO but 
was not interested in their business. However, the report Bade 
it appear at though he was sotlvated by his own self-interest. 

Mr. Foster asked her how Mr. Watkins was dealing with the 
reprisand. She told his that Mr. Watkins was angry because he 
had been advised to hire e letiyer. All ef then were upset 
because they had been t^ing to sake things better and it had 
turned into soBcthlng very negative. 

The second conversetion with Mr. Foster took place in 
hie office. He hed called Ms. Thonatton and asked her to cone to 
hie office. Re wented to know if she and Mr. Watkins were all 
right. She told hin that they were fine. At the tine, she did 
net think Mr. Fester was any sore censuaed by the WMTTO natter 
than any ef the rest ef than. Mr. Fester did net nantion the 
FBZ. 


Everyone in her office thought that the press accounts 
ef the WKTTO Batter were unfair. Mr. Fester never epeeitically 
Bentiened the FBI to her. Mr. Kennedy never discussed bis 
contacts with the FBI with her. 
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Eller Iniervicw 
DCH Notes 
6 / 2/93 


John Podesia opened with explanation that this interview is for the purposes of a rnanagemeni 
review, not an investigation. He noted that while the FBI may caJl upon Jeff for their investigation, 
that is not the purpose of the current interview. 


John then asked about Jeff s role during the traositioo and about bis current rote in media 
affairs. Jeff explained that he spent a day in the WH during transition, discussion press operations 
with Shawn Walsh of the Bush Press Office. They did not discuss the Travel Office, except for 
passing mention when Jeff was given a tour. 

Jeff said bis current role is in the office of media relations, wbicb is responsible for dealing 
with all press outside of the White House press corps. His responsibilities during travel include 
managing interviews with local press outlets. Jeff docs not have responsibility for travel 
arrangements for WH press. 

John a^twl-when Je^nexi beard about the WHTO. Jeff said be heard "bits and pieces" about 
the office from Cadterine Cornelius during the spring. He said he advised her that if ‘they" were 
going to make significant changes at the office, then "they" should involve someone from 
communications early on, since (bis would be a serious move as far as the press is concerned. 


Jeff added that he did not see Calberme*s memo on reorganization until it broke in the press. 
He said be first beard about possible improprieties and changes at the office was late April or early 
May, from Catherine. He indicated that he was not involved in and knew little from Catherine’s 
move to the Travel Office. 


John asked if Catherine told her anything about the office. Jeff responded that she mentioned 
’inefficiencies," and he deduced that there were problems. When asked what she had done to follow 
up on Jeff's suggestion that someone from communications be involved in this process. Jeff said 
Catherine asked Jeff to play this role 


mktm 


Jeff described his next significant involvement as occurring the Wednesday or Thursday 
before the Travel Office story became public (5/12 or 5/131. On that day. Jeff was called by "Harry 
Of Caiherioe* and told they "warned to move forward* on the Travel Office. Jeff walked over to the 
East Wing office used by Harry to discuss the matter. During the meeting, Hairy recounted Darrel 
Martens’ conversation with Billy Dale. After about 10 minutes of discussion, the three walked over 
to David Watkins' office. 

The meeting with David also included Patsy Thomason and possibly Matt Moore or Brian 
Fouquan. At this meeting. Jeff recommended taking action as soon as possible. Jeff says he was 
concerned that action should be taken before any representatives from the WH travel office left on the 
pre-advance to Tokyo Further, he said he understood from Catherine that she believe staff at the 
WHTO knew action was imminent. If this was true. Jeff suggested, then action should be taken 
before the Travel Office employees had time lo market the story to the press with their spin. Jeff 
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Eller InierAew 
DCH Notes 
6/2/93 
Page 2 

says he bad spoken with Dee Dee azKi George and recommended pre-briefing press with the wires, 
the Post , and George Condon of the Correspondents Association. Jeff reports that George had told 
him if the WHTO staff really did something wrong, we should take action. Jeff says he ^ecifically 
recoounended to the group meeting with David that die employees be sent a very simple letter, 
without mentioaing the etc. 

At this point in the interview with Jeff, Mark Gearan asked about Jeffs knowledge of FBI 
involvement at this point. Jeff said he thought he had been told that there was some level of 
invoW^ent. 

Jeff said that it was after the meeting with David that “tempers got hot'. On Friday, be met 
with Mack, Ricki and Vince to discass the subject (Jeff later not^ that Ricki was present 
coinddeiitally, and that he could not remember having discussed the issue her on another occasioiL] 

At this meeting, Jeff again reoonnnended that ifnetkm was imminent, it diould be taken soon so the 
WHTO staff couldn’t set the spin for die action. 

Jeff doei. not remember any action over the weekend. He says David faxed him draft talking 
points and die Martens memo in California. 

Gearan asked Eller if the Friday meeting had ted to closure to take this action. Jeff responded 
DO, the meeting had been opeo-eoded. 

On Tuesday morrung, Jeff shared the memo and talking points with Dee Dee and Dreyer. 
Oreyer had no real reaction, but Dee Dee seemed to think it would be a big deal . Jeff and Dee Dee 
spoke again aboit a pre-briefing plan. Jeff says Dee Dee was uncomfortable about including the 
wires, so they decided to meet with Condon and Al Kamen. Jeff said their intent was to make this 
into a coluou note rather than a full-blown story. 

On Tues<iay oighi, David called Jeff and told him be planned to proceed with dismissals oo 
Wednesday. 

Oo Wednesday, Jeff scheduled and did pre-briefs with Kamen and Condon. Then ‘all hell 
broke loose*. 

Jeff said it was at this point that Devroy started pushing the EUcr-Cornelius relationship. 
George and Dec Dee recommended Jeff drop out of the issue, and as of Thursday morning, he ended 
his involvement. 

Al this fHjint in the uilervicw, John asked if Jeff recalled whether the talking points bad 
included meotioo of the FBI investigation. 

Jeff responded that David had brought him a new version on Wednesday morning which did 
mentioD the FBI. [Jeff is not certain whether or not the draft faxed to him in San Diego included an 
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FBI reference.] David returned to see Jeff iaier on Wednesday morning and told Jeff to delete Eller 
mention of the FBI. Jeff later spoke with Dee Dee and mentiooed the ^ange. Dee Dee said David 
had not told her of the change. As of their conversation. Dee Dee bad already conftnned for a 
reporter the fact that the FBI was involved— working from the earlier talking points. 

At this point in the interview, Todd asked Jeff if there was ever discussion of who would 
handle travel once the WHTO employees were dismissed. Jeff responded that his understanding from 
Catherine had been that Worldwide would handle commercial travel for staff, and that she would 
handle press charters. 

Todd asked if Jeff was aware of TRM’s role in. seeking the change at WHTO. Jeff said he 
knew nothing about TRM until Harry conveyed Martens’ conversation tn dieir initial East Wing 
meeting. Jeff said he bad asked Harry during die East Wing meedng if he was interested in the 
business, and Harry said no, he wasn’t, it wasn’t much money and it was too close and wouldn’t 
seem right. 

John asked Jeff if he knew how the Vice President’s Performance Review bad been brought 
into diis. Jeff says he did not know. Jeff said be saw the mention of the Performance Review in the 
talking points and should have called Marla at the time. Jeff said it has since been made clear that 
there was no connection between the WHTO and die Performance Review. 

John asked if Jeff has any knowledge of any other Martens proposals currently circulating. 
Jeff responded that he does not. 

John asked if Jeff lives with Catherine. Jeff responded that no he does not John asked if 
Jeff knew if she took any documents home with her. Jeff responded that Catherine meationed to him 
that she was working at home, but he did not know what that be detailed. Jeff said he lived widi 
another woman until mention of his relationship with Catherine appeared in the paper. Jeff said there 
were times when Catherine was saying very little to him, and that people ‘probably diink I know a lot 
more than I do* about the WHTO. 

John asked if the involvement of Worldwide had raised any sense of caution. Jeff responded 
'No. I didn’t know then what I know now.* Jeff said he does not know Penny Sample and had not 
worked with Air Advantage. 

Jeff said he had not talked with Rtcki about this, except during the Friday meeting with 
Mack. He said that Ricki 'just happened to be there when ! met with Mack". 

John asked if Jeff bad heard rumors about WHTO staff owning race horses, mansions, etc. 
Jeff responded that he had heard the rumors, but no evidence. He said he heard these rumors from 
"inside', but not before the week the employees wc dismissed. Mark asked: you didn’t know before 
they were fired? To which Jeff responded, not before that week. Mark asked: so why move to 
dismiss them, because they were bad people? Jeff said that he was under the impression that there 
might be wrong doing. 
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Todd asked if Jeff knew Harry was pressiog the issue. Jeff said he didn't know. Jeff 
added that Harry agreed that it was imponant to act quicUy so the WHTO employees couldn't act to 
prevent our message from getting out. 

Todd asked if Jeff knew of anyone else iovt^ved in this; Jeff said no. Jeff said he threw away 
all documents on this on the Unasday he removed hiiasdf trom the issue. He said he didn't think he 
had any e-mail on the subject He said be mi^t have a draft of the talking points on bis hard drive, 
and he would check and see. 

Todd asked if he had eves discassed the naner with Bmce. Jeff said he might have, since he 
was on the trip to CalUbmia. He couldn't recall giving Bnux.any paper on the subject. 
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XEKOMJISDX 

TO: 5S4WKTO Fila 

ntOH: Judith Hich 

SUBJECT: Kaviau ef Notas of Vincant Eestar C/3/S3 Zntarviav 

by Jehu Podasta and Todd Starn 


Kell Egglaston Infoz-Bad aa that Vlneant Poster was Intarvlawed 
by John Podasta and Todd Stem on June 3, 1P93 in conjunction with 
the White House Travel Office Kanagaaant Review. The notes of that 
interview ware typed up and Egglaston provided m with a copy to 
review in his office. 1 did so and Bade the following notas: 

Hay 12, sid-aftamoon: 

Watkins called requesting an urgant beating and insisted 
that Foster beet before he went to get a haircut as scheduled. 
Watkins case to Foster's office with Harry Thonason and Catherine 
Cornelius. 


Foster had act Harry Thonason for the first tine for 3D 
seconds the day before (S/ll) to discuss sobs issues regarding the 
Inaugural Connittee. Foster say Thonason again on 5/12 norning at 
a neeting on sonc "fanily issues.* kt the conclusion of that 
Beating, Thonason had said he bight need to see Foster on sone 
issue regarding graft or soncthing. 

When Thonason aeconpsnied Watkins to Foster's office that 
afternoon, Foster figured it Bust be in regard to the issue 
Thonason had nentioned. 

Watkins gave a brief overview, said Thonason and 
Cornelius had separately brought bsterial to his attention 
regarding the possibility of wrong-doing and the question was: how 
to proceed. Watkins gave Foster the Marten's aeno and Foster 
glanced at it. He did not know whose beno it was. He noted the 
key points: sole source contract; although the nanes had changed, 
the contract seened to be with the saae source over the past few 
years. 


Thonason said it was highly suspicious that one set of 
people had been handling the flights. At this or a later beeting. 


H:\UBD\KlSH\NOTES\554WHTO.Vri 



Cornelius reported that she had seen $72,000 in checks 
Bade payable to cash In the last year. She' also reported that she 
had been "cut out" by the Travel Office enployees. 

Foster asked Watkins whether the Office of Administration 
had the capacity to conduct an audit. Watkins said no. Cornelius 
said that she had copies of some checks. Foster suggested 
reconvening at 4 p.m. 

Foster got a haircut, got picked up by Bill Kennedy and 
returned to aeet at 4 p.m. On the way back, Foster updated Kennedy 
on what he bad learned and asked him to come to the aeeting. 
Kennedy said that he had heard rumblings about irregularities at 
the Travel Office, but no specifics. 

The second meeting began with Cornelius recounting her 
findings. The focus was on the checks Bade out to cash (she had 
copies of some] and some original records. Foster noted that all 
the checks to cash were signed and endorsed by the same person. 
That seemed unusual. 

Cornelius also discussed the fact that there was no 
competitive bidding; that she knew of no back-up for petty cash; 
that the bank statements from a non private bank account had a high 
volume of assets. Cornelius discussed lifestyles of the Travel 
Office employees - she said she had overheard conversations that 
suggested that some owned race horses, lake homes, etc. 

Watkins, Thomason or Cornelius suggested that the amount 
the press was paying for charters seemed high. Watkins said there 
were also management concerns - Cornelius had reported to Watkins 
that the employees made racist and sexist comments and that they 
did not work full time. 

Foster said the implication was that Cornelius' comments 
applied to all 7 employees. Foster asked Cornelius to break out 
the lifestyle issue -- she said X owns this, X owns that, etc. 
Kennedy and Foster said this was evidence of potential wrong-doing 
and they could not ignore it. At the same time, they thought it 
could be nothing. 

Foster asked Kennedy how be was going to investigate the 
matter. Kennedy said he would have to get his arms around it. The 
fact that there were no auditors available was discussed again. 
Foster said he was surprised that OA did not have the capacity to 
perform an audit. 

Watkins said if the need to replace the Travel Office 
staff arose, he would find someone for a short term and then bid 
out the contract. Thomason said emphatically that he would not 
have anything to do with it. Watkins acknowledged this. 
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May 13: 


Foster spoke with Kennedy about this sonetlae on Kay 13. 
Kennedy said he had contacted the FBI agent he has regular contact 
with, and that he had a aeeting set up. Soae representatives from 
the FBI had already been ever but not the right people, Kennedy 
told Foster, so he had set up a aeeting later with the right 
people. Foster joined that aeeting late. Foster's impression was 
that Kennedy had explained the "furry" situation and tl,e FBI 
responded with a furry discussion of what to do. Foster and 
Kennedy also told the agents that they did not want to do anything 
that would interfere with FBI activities. At the sane tiae, 
however, they told them the whole thing could be innocent. Ba HE 
agents asked to talk to Cornelius. She came to Kennedy’s office. 
Foster left before the discussion began and he thinks Kennedy left 
shortly thereafter. 

Foster met later with Hatkins and possibly Patsy 
Thomasson. Watkins said he had arranged for auditors who were 
around for the Core Performance Review. Watkins said his Perfor- 
mance Review Team was going to be in on Monday. 

Foster returned and met with the FBI. He told them there 
might be a better way to proceed -- i.e., auditors — but he' could 
not remember if he told the agents about the auditors then. The 
Bureau reported they might have something based on the conversation 
with Cornelius and they mentioned kickbacks. Foster said he 
considered this odd, because the possibility had seemed distant to 
Foster. The FBI said they had to check-in with their superiors, 
and left with the understanding from Foster that the White House 
was still deciding how to proceed. 

Foster and Watkins set with Mack HcLarty that afternoon. 
Their basic message was that we should begin with the auditors, 
taking a business like approach. The aeeting was very brief and 
was just an opportunity to update Mack. Patsy Thomasson was there. 
Hatkins began by laying the groundwork on bow to proceed. 

Later, the FBI called. Kennedy had come over so Foster 
and Kennedy set together with the agents. At this point or before, 
Kennedy and Foster told the FBI that outside auditors were going to 
do a review of the Travel Office and that Foster and Kennedy would 
report to the FBI if needed. The FBI agents thought this was a 
good plan, but raised a concern that testimony by the auditors 
sight not be admissible evidence. Foster disagreed. 

Kennedy asked about the interview with Cornelius. The 
agent said she was bright, helpful, and not advocating any 
particular position. They said the story sounded fishy, but maybe 
it would amount to nothing. 



83 


- 4 - 

Watkins subsequently told Foster that the auditors would 
be coning on Friday, May 14 and that he would be out of town. 

May 14: 

Foster net with Patsy Thonasson, Larry Heman and the 
Peat Marwick tean. They agreed to report their findings every two 
hours. They decided to keep the lawyers out of the audit and try 
to keep e low profile so that the Travel Office enployees would be 
nore forthconing. 

Foster briefed Ricki Eeidnan, counsel to McLarty, at 
about S:30 a.n. Eeidnan asked Foster to join a neetlng with Jeff 
Eller and McLarty. Eller pushed hard for the disnissal of the 
Travel Office anployees that day. He argued that the White House 
needed to get ahead of the story since there was sone indication of 
wrong doing and the White House could show that they had gone in 
their and done the right -thing; in addition, he feared that the 
Travel Office enployees had a relationship with the press and would 
use it to their advantage. Eeidnan listened; McLarty said to 
proceed as planned with the auditors first. 

Foster said the first report that cane in fron the 
euditors basically said that the Travel Office had bad records. 
The second report was a little harsher. After this call, Eller 
called and again pushed for action on Friday. Eller said he had 
spoken with Stephanopoulos end Myers. Foster interpreted Eller's 
connents to indicate Stephanopoulos and Myers endorsed the 
disnissal action. 

Foster told Eller he needed to say out of coanunications 
and nanagenent decisions. Foster found Watkins and told hin he 
needed to talk to Eller. 

The third report fron the auditors noted the discrepan- 
cies in petty cash for 7 of 17 checks and that they still needed to 
keep looking. 

May 16: 


At a noon neeting with the auditors, the nanagenent and 
fraud issues were discussed and Foster suggested that Kennedy neet 
with the FBI and provide then with an update. A 5 p.n. neeting was 
set up with the auditors and agents. 

May 17: 


Watkins told Foster that he planned to disniss the Travel 
Office enployees in the next two days. 

May 19: 
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Foster reviewed Metlcins' telking points on Nednesday 
Borning and saw the reference to an FBI investigation. Kennedy and 
Foster told Watkins to renove that refarence and not to aention the 
investigation. later, Foster heard that Dee Dee had announced the 
investigation. 

May 21: 

Nussbaua asked Foster to join hia in a aeeting in 
Stephanopoulos ' office. Mussbaua, Foster said, had been only 
peripherally involved, "Me had no fault in this,” Foster said. 
Nussbaua grabbed Foster for the aeeting with Stephanopoulos. The 
initiel purpose was to discuss Larry Meraan's connection to the 
investigation. After Heraan left, Stephanopoulos asked about the 
FBI connection. Kennedy arrived and described their involveaent. 
Ricki Seidsan, Watkins and Foster then left the aeeting and went to 
review the draft audit report which the White House wanted to 
release to the public that afternoon. 

Later, they aet with Collingwood. There were a lot of 
people in Stephanopoulos' office. Stephanopoulos said, ”is it ok 
for us to say, based on what you said, that their wes cause for the 
FBI investigation,” There was no discussion about the release of 
the FBI response. 

Foster said he knew the findings of the eudit report on 
Hay 17 and that he was not aware of any suggestion to hold the 
dismissals until after the report was complete. 

Foster also said that he never discussed the issue with 
Susan [Thomases] nor with anyone at DOJ. 
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Foster Interview 
DCH notes 
June 3. 1993 
Page I 


John opened with explanation that this ts an internal nunagemwt review, not an investigation. 
Vince explained concerns he has about client privil^e, and express the importance that someone 
review and think thoroughly about the issue before attempting to waive any privilege. Vince pointed 
out that all notes, etc, will likely be discoverable in orte of the many investigations going on, and that 
it is important that this be considered as die rqion is wrmen and before a final report is published. 


Vince began a lengthy explanation of the events related to the WHTO with which be was 
involved, (the following is an account of the evems as Vince remembers] 

Mid-afternoon on Wednesday, May 12, David Watkins called him requesting an urgent 
meeting. He insisted that Vince meet before he go to get bis haircut, as scheduled. David came to 
Vince's office with Harry Thomason and Catherine Cornelius. 

Vince had met Harry for the first time be)^nd 30 sec. the day before [S/1 1] to discuss some 
issues relating to the Inaugural Committee. He had seen him again on Wednesday morning at a 
meeting on seme ‘family issues'. At the conclusion of the Wednesday morning meeting, Harry had 
said he might need to see Vince about some issue of graft or something— although Vince does not 
remember what word Harry used. When Harry accompanied David to Vince's office that afternoon, 
Vince figured that this must be in regard to the issue Harry had mentioned. 

David opened ftie meeting with a brief overview of the situation. He said that CC and HT 
had-sqiarately, as Vince understood it-brought materials to David suggesting the possibility of 
wrong-doing. He wanted to know how to proceed. David gave Vince the Marten's memo, which be 
glanced at. Vince did not know whose memo it was. As be read H. HT summarized. The key 
points Vince jleaoed were that diere seemed to be a sole source contract, and that although the names 
had changed, the contract seemed to be with the same source over the past few years. 

Thomason expressed the view that this it was highly suspicious that one set of people had 
been handling he flights. Vince recalled that at this or a later meeting, Harry related a very vague 
conversation :iugge$ting that a friend of his had sees what he considered possible evidence of 
kickback. 

Catherine reponed that she had seen S72.000 in checks made payable to cash in the last year. 
She also reported that she had been ‘cut out” by the employees at the WHTO. 

Vince asked David about the OA's capacity to audit. DW said thy had none. CC said she 
had copies of some checks. Vince suggested they reconvene at 4 pm. 

Vince got his haircut, got picked up Bill Kennedy, and returned to meet at 4 pm. On the way 
back. VF gave Kennedy a summary of what he had learned. Kennedy said he had heard rumblings 
about irregulc'jilies at WHTO. but no specifics. 

lUiioiiniiffi 
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Foster Inierview 
DCH noies 
June 3, 1993 
Page 2 


The meeting began with Catherine-David and Harry may have been there from the 
beginning, but Vince wasn't sure. Catherine recounted her findings. Her principle focus was on 
checics made out to cash; she had copies of some such checks. She also bad some original records. 
Vince said he noticed that all the checks made out to cash had been signed and endorsed by the same 
person, which he said seemed unusual. Catherine also discussed the foct that there was no 
competitive bidding; that she knew of do back-up for pei^ cash; that bank statements from a non- 
private bank account had a high volume of assets. Ct^erine also discussed the 'lifestyle' of WHTO 
employees. She said conversations she overheard suggested that WHTO employees owned race horse 
and lake homes. 


One of the three-David. Harry, or Catherine-suggested that the cost the press was paying for 
the charters seemed high. David said there wtct also management concerns, as CC had reported to 
David that employees made racist and sexist comments, and that they did not work foil time. 

Todd asked if Catherine made references U) all 7 employees. Vince said the implication was 
really all of them. He asked her to break h out for him, and she said so and so owns this, and named 
several of the employees. 

Bill and Vince explained that as diey had evidence of poleodal wrong-doing, they could not 
ignore it. At the same lime, they thought it could still be nothing. 

Vince asked Bill how he was going to investigate. Bill said he'd have to get his arms around 
it. The fact that there were no auditors available was discussed again. Vince said he %vas surprised 
OA didn't have capacity to audit. 


David said that, if the need to replace the WHTO staff arose, he would find someone for 
short term and then bid out the contraa. At this potm. Harry Thomason said emphatically that be 
wouldn't have anything to do with it. David acknowledged this. 

Vince spoke with Kennedy about this sometime oo Thursday. Kennedy said he bad contacted 
the FBI agent he has regular contact with, and that he had a meeting set up. Some reps from the FBI 
had already been over. Kennedy told VF, but h wasn't the right people, so be bad set up a meeting 
later with the right people. VF joined the meting late. Vince’s impression was that Bill had 
explained our *fuay' situation, and they had responded with a frizzy discussion of what to do. Vince 
and Bill also told the agents that they did not want to do anything which would interfere with FBI 
activities. At the same time, we told them the whole thing could be innocent. 


fTodd asked something about documents, to which Vince responded that Catherine had said 
that she had the originals because she had tried to replace them, but found that the place where the 
documents were stored had been locked-up l 

The FBI asked to speak with Catherine. She came to Bill’s office, but Vince left before the 
discussion began. Vince thinks Kennedy left shortly after. 

■Illlllllll 

CGEPR 0241 
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Foster Interview 
DCH notes 
June 3. 1993 
Page 3 


Vince later met with David, and maybe Patsy. He said he had arranged for auditors, who 
were around for the Gore Performance Review. He said his Performance Review teams was going to 
be in on Monday . . . 

Dwight asked if David had meant that the auditors were going to be on-campus in their 
capacity for the Performance Review. Vince responded that know, David had meant his review team. 
They had reviewed some OA offices, including the Exec. Residence so David said. 

So Vince returned and met with the FBI. He told them tb^ might have a better way to 
proceed-by which he meant the auditors— although he can*t rememi^ if he told the agents about the 
FBI then. The FBI r^rted that they thought they might have something based on the conversation 
with CC. Spedfically, (hey mentioned the possibUi^ of kickbacks. Vince said he considered this 
odd, because the possibility had seemed distant to Vince. They said th^r had to check-in with their 
superiors, and they left with the uoderstaodiag from Vince that the WH was still deciding how to 
proceed. 

Vince said that he and David met with Kfack that afternoon. The basic message was that we 
should b^in with auditors— a businesslike approach. The meeting was very brief, and was just an 
opportunity to bring Mack up to date. Patsy may have also been there, David began the meeting by 
laying the groundwork on how to proceed, etc. 

Later in the day, the FBI called. Bill had come over, so they spoke with them together. At 
this point, if not before, Vince and Bill told the FBI that outside auditors were going to go in to the 
WHTO, and (he Vince and BUI would report to die FBI if needed. The agent they talked to was fine 
with this plan, except he raised the concern that testimony provided by Peat might not be evidence, 
whereas FBPs findings would be. Vince disagreed with this assessment. 

Bill asked about the interview with CC. They said she was bright and helpful, not 
advocating. They said the stories sounded fishy, but maybe amount to nothing. Vince added that he 
likewise found CC willing to be helpful, but not pushing a certain story. 

David told me the auditors were coming Friday, and that he was going to Arkansas for his 
daughter's graduation. I did not object. 

On Friday. Vince met with Patsy and Larry Herman and the Peat team. They agreed to 
report every two hours on their findings. We decide lawyers should stay out of this, to try to keep a 
low profile and (hat the WHTO employees will be more forthcoming. 

Vince then went to tell Ricki. He gave her the general background. This was around 8;30 
am. Before he could get back upstairs, Ricki found Vince and asked him to join in a meeting with 
Mack and Jeff. Jeff pushed hard for action on that day. He said we needed to get ahead of the story- 
-the employees have a relationship wii the press, axid there is some indication of wrong-doing. Jeff 
said Friday 5p is the right time to release this. Ricki just listened. Mack said we should proceed as 
planned with the auditors first. 

noiiiiiiiiii 
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Todd asked if a/iyone else was pushing for quick action. Vince said Harry was pushing for 
action because he thought it would be a good story-go in there and do things right. 

Reoimlng to his account. Vince said the fust report came in from the auditors and basically 
said the TO bad bad records. The second report was a lioJe harsher, but now much yet. After this 
call, Eller called. He knew the same amount as Vince, but he was pushing for action on Friday. Je^ 
told Vince he had spoken with George and DD. Vince said be interpreted Jeffs comments to indicate 
that George and DD endorsed dismissal and action. ' 

Vince told Jeff he needed to stay out of commuoications and management decisions. He 
found David, and (old him he needed to talk to Jeff about bis concerns. 

The 3d report from the audhon indicated discrepancies in accounting of petty cash for 7 of 17 
checks but they still needed to keep lookiiig. 

On Saturday. Vince say Patsy in the morning. He came for a 12p meeting with the auditors 
since BUI couldn't be (here. L^rry. Patsy. Jeontfer, and one other person was there. The bi^igbts 
of the report included: horribly sloppy, etc; billed off estimates not cost of trips, adjusting throu^ 
future trips; and most of this was in Billy's bead. On the fraud side. Vince said, the auditors 
discussed the 7 of 17 checks to petty cash with inadequate accounting; the faa that Dale had pulled 
$2,800 out of his desk to account for one discrepancy; that the avg. cash balance of the checking 
account had dropped from $1 million during 1992 to $300,000 during the spring of 1993. This last 
item was potentially serious. Vince fdt. 

Todd asked if the auditors made any distinction among 7 WHTO staff. Vince said bis 
in^)ressk>a was diat 2 people-Wright and Dale-had check-writing authority, but that any staffer 
traveling was responsible for accounting for petty cash taken. Vince said this goes back to b'ls 
understanding thfl David had planned to downsize the office because they bad duplicate functions 
with what some advance staff do. 

After the noon meeting with Patsy and the auditors. Vince called BUI and suggested the FBI 
should be updated. He agreed to return to work and set up a 5 pm meeting with the Auditors and 
Patsy. 


On Monday lS/17], David told Vince he planned to dismiss the employees in the nut 2 days. 
Vince remembers David saying Tuesday first, then later moving the action to Wednesday. 

Vince first saw talking points on Wednesday morning. The first page looked fine, but the 
talking points included mention of the FBI investigation. He went to David’s office, and met 
Kennedy on the way. They returned to tell David that the investigation should not be mentioned. 
David said he would lake care of it. Later that morning, Vince heard that DD had announced the FBI 
investigation. And later that George was referring questions to the FBI. 
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Todd asked about the Collingwood meeting. Vince said there were a couple of meetings that 
day. He said that Bemie asked him to join him in a meeting with George's office. Bemie, Vince 
said, had been involved only in Oiat Vince had had a couple of conversations with him about the 
issue. 'He had no ^ult in this,' Vince said. So Bemie grabbed Vince for a meeting with GS. The 
initial purpose of the meeting was to discuss Larry Herman’s connection to the investigation. After 
Herman left. George asked about the FBI connection. Kennedy arrived and described the 
involvement. Ricki, Watkins, Vince, and Bill go to review a draft of the audit report. 

Later, they met with Collingwood of the FBI. jtodd: you need to type this part] 


Vince then discussed the policies surrounding FBI conduct. He said the policy is silent on 
who should be contaaed, and silent on the kind of intra*EOP investigation underway, and the policy 
says you should go throu^ the Counsel’s office, but did not say who at Justice to speak with. 
Kennedy deals with internal security, and to some extent this seemed like a 'natural thing'. 

While all of this was going on. Vince said, Hubbe) and Hyman were up for hearings. They 
were asked by the Senate for a written policy on WH contact. Only after the AG’s comments did 
WH Counsel see the lener that contacts should go through the three. The Policy was at best in flux, 
and would not have applied in this context— although everyone agrees that now it should and does. 


Vince said they knew the findings of the audit rqwrt on Monday morning, and the he was not 
aware of any suggestions to hold dismissals until after the report was complete. Vince said his 
impression was more that the date for aaion depended more on David’s ability to get someone to 
replace the WKTO staff. Vince said there had been general discussions about using Worldwide to 
handle the job. He said be didn’t know ftrsthand that they had handled campaign travel. Vince said 
this seemed like a possible solution. 

Todd asked if anyone else was involved, pointing out that Susan had been mentioned in the 
Journal . Vince replied that he had never discussed the issue with Susan. Nor had he discussed the 
issue with anyone at Justice. 

Dwight asked if Vince knew what contributed to the critical mass for the decision to fire 
coming Monday. Vince said it had been clear ftom Saturday that there was at least a management 
issue. He did not concern himself with the management issues of who, when, and how. 

Todd asked about the sources of action on (his, pointing out that TRM had been one track. 
Vince said he had never considered any interest on their part after Harry said he had no interest in the 
business. Vince said he sincerely believed it was a dead issue after Harry made his remarks. 

Todd said the second aaion seemed to be Catherine’s memo. Vince said he knew nothing 
about it until it broke as a story. He said he also did not know she was a cousin. He knew she 
worked in David’s office, and that she had a related role in the campaign, and that she had worked in 
the travel office for some lime. 

iiiiiiiniiH 

CGEPR 



94 


Foster Interview 
DCH notes 
June 3. 1993 
Page 5 


Dwight asked if Vince had ever talked with Harry and Eller on the phone at the same time (as 
indicated in the draft chronology]. Vince said never together. He had spoken with Eller several 
times on Friday, and he might have spoken with Harry. Vince said his calls with Eller were short, as 
he wanted to stay out of management and communications decisions. 
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Record of Interview 
Date: March 2, 1994 

Location: Old Executive Office Building, Washington, DC 

Participants : 

Executive Office of the President 

Nell Eggleston, Associate Counsel, White House Counsel's Office 
Nr~^ahn D. Podeata, Assistant to the President and Staff Secretary 
^ Todd Stem, Special Assistant to the President and Deputy Staff 
Secretary 

deneral Accounting Office 

John Baldwin, Assistant Director 
Terry Ai.gelo, Senior Evaluator 

Discussion: 


1. Conduct of Interviews . Mr. Podesta and Mr. Stern were 
Interviewed concerning their activities as the principal authors 
of the "White House Travel Office Management Review,” which was 
released by the White House on July 2, 1993. They stated they 
were responsible for conducting the White House's Internal review 
of the Travel Office matter and performed the bulfc e f - all staff 
Interviews associated with that review. During the week before 
the report was Issued, they said White House Chief of Staff 
Thomas "Mack” McLarty and Office of Management and Budget 
Director Leon Panetta also participated In some Interviews. 
However, Mr. Podesta and Hr. Stem said that to their knowledge, 
they participated In all discussions held with Mr. McLarty and 
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Mr. Panetta, and that neither of the latter individuals conducted 
any separate interviews on their own. 


2. Review Worltpaoers . Mr. Podesta said ha did not write up hlS' 
interviews. Instead, he took only a "thimble full" of "doodles 
and undecipherable notes." Mr. Stem said he took some sporadic 
notes, but not In any systematic way. 


rto 


3. Documents Reviewed . Mr. Podesta and Mr. Stem said they 
reviewed documents other than those Included in the report, but 
that all dociunents considered central to the report were 
Included. They said they did not look at much that was not 
included, but did cite as an example of a document they did not 
Include a contract from Air Advantage, the firm represented by 
Penny Sample. They said they did not review Travel Office 
documents from the Billy Dale period. Neither of them kept 
copies of the documents they reviewed, nor were the documents 
kept In a central file. " 


I /VO 


4. Review Scope and Focus . Mr. Podesta and Mr. Stern began 

their work sometime between May 26 and May 28, 1993. They were 

given an "open charge" and a "free hand" to determine: (1) what 

happened; (2) how It happened; and (3) how it could be fixed. 

<.4>1 ^ 2a h u,....- n ^ 

They were f-rmaiaiimi. nr ..ha» "treswndous press . _ 

reaction," mostly critical, to the Vhlte House's actions, a s well 
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concerns about whether the dismissals were fair and the nature of 
the FBI’s Involvement In the matter. Around June 1, 1993, Hr. 
Podesta and Mr. Stern ashed to Interview the seven people 
dismissed from the Travel Office, but the Department of Justice 
ashed them not to do so. At that point, they decided to 
concentrate their review on management processes within the VThlte 
House. Specifically, they Intended to assess: (1) what people In 
the White House did that led up to the dismissals, (2) how White 
House Officials reacted to the events that took place following 
the firings, and (3) how the White House managed those Incidents. 
They did not try to substantiate any of the allegations against 
Billy Dale and his staff, nor did they ash for access to Billy 
Dale's records. They said the review took longer than originally 
anticipated. They were under the impression that Mr. McLarty 
wanted it to be completed by the end of June or early July. 
However, they were not told It had to be done by July 2 nor were 
they under any pressure to complete their work prematurely. They 
said they could have taken more time If they had needed It, but 
felt they had reached a natural concluding polnt/»*~* 

5. Why Podesta and Stern ? Mr. Podesta and Mr. Stem said they 
believed they were chosen to conduct the review because both were 
attorneys but, unlike the White House Counsel's Office, neither 
had been implicated In any of the events described In their 
report. Both also had worked for the Senate Judiciary Committee 
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and Mr. Stem had practiced law as a litigator for about ten 
years . 

6. Persons Interviewed . Mr. Podesta and Mr. Stem Indicated 
that while they spoke with Bore people than those Indicated In 
the report, essentially "anyone with anything to say" was 
mentioned In the report, Including the FBI officials they 
interviewed. Stated differently, they said they did not speak to 
anyone with substantive knowledge about the Travel Office matter 
who was not referenced In their report. They acknowledged 
speaking with Catherine Cornelius as well as anybody who had 
anything to do with the Travel Office affair except for Billy 
Dale and his staff. Mr. Eggleston stated that he did not think 
It would be appropriate for Mr. Podesta and Mr. Stern to reveal 
what they discussed with people whom the Department of Justice 
has not cleared GAO to Interview. However, If the Department of 
Justice says we can ask Mr. Podesta and Mr. Stern about their 
discussions with such people, he will set up another Interview to 
do so. He also said that If GAO wants a list of everybo dy who 
was interviewed, we should send him a written request. 


7. Interviews with the President and First Lady . Mr. Podesta 
and Mr. Stem Interviewed the First Lady jointly; Mr. Podesta 
Interviewed the President alone. Mr. Podesta said he believes 
Hr. McLarty was In the room when he Interviewed the President 
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but he did not participate in the interview. They said both the 
President and the First Lady were asked open-ended (not trivial) 
questions designed to elicit their knowledge about the Travel 
Office matter, and that everything they learned during those 
interviews was reflected in the report. They said they were not 
aware of Hr. HcLarty or Mr. Panetta having interviewed the 
President or First Lady separately, but stated we would have to 
ask them directly to be absolutely certain. 

8. Review of Allcoatlons against Billy Dale and His Staff . Mr. 
Podesta and Mr. Stem said they learned nothing more about the 
allegations made concerning the operations of the Travel Office 
from people like Catherine Cornelius, Harry Thomas,ion, and 
Darnell Martens beyond that which was reflected in their report. 
Khile they did ask the aforementioned people what their 
allegations were against the former Travel Office staff, they did 
not try to "run those to the ground." Mlth reference to Billy 
Dale and his staff, Mr. Podesta said they did not want to "whack 
these people again." Hr. Stern said they Intentionally did not 
repeat the allegations all over again4 They indicated that they 
never )cnew the names of any people who were alleged to have been 
making kickbacks to Billy Dale or members of his staff. Rather, 
the allegations centered around the air charter company with 
which they were doing business on a regular basis, UltrAir. They 
said there were suggestions of sweetheart deals and kickbacks. 
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9. Draft and Final Reports ■ Mr. Podesta and Mr. Stern said that 
the first draft of the report was prepared within the same week 
that the final report was issued^ and probably only a couple of 
days beforehand. They said that to their knowledge, Harry 
Thomasson was not given a draft of the report to review, but a 
copy of the final report was sent to him after its release on 
July 2. They also Indicated they did not think either Mr. 

HcLarty or Mr. Panetta would have sent a draft to Mr. Thomason 
without their knowledge. 

They stated the first draft consisted of portions of the report 
that each of them had drafted separately, and that they discussed 
(and even argued) over its contents and tone extensively. As a 
result of that process, they said there may have been things 
omitted from the final report that they decided on their own to 
leave out. However, no one asked them to take anything outof 
the draft report, nor were they asked to omit references to the 
First Lady. In fact, Mr. Podesta and Mr. Stern said it was their 
decision to Include in the report the previously undisclosed May 
17 memorandum from David Watkins to Mr. McLarty, a copy of which 
was sent to Hillary Rodham Clinton. They described the process 
of deciding on the contents of the final report as a series of 
"tricky calls," and said there were a lot of instances where they 
had to decide between appearances and real conflicts. 

JU Awi-i '‘-r* *j «. T". j ^ oCt I*— 
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Mr. Clinger. I would now recognize the gentleman from Califor- 
nia, Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

In the course of your lengthy and extensive statement, you made 
the comment that you felt you were frustrated as a Republican dur- 
ing a Democratic Congress in pursuing this hearing. 

Mr. Kanjorski, in a few minutes, \^o is a member of this com- 
mittee, will comment on the fact that when he was a Democratic 
chairman, he tried to investigate the Travel Office of the Repub- 
lican administrations to see if they were using Government funds 
for political purposes. He was frustrated by the Republicans when 
they were in power in the White House. 

You are now in power, Mr. Chairman; your party is in power; 
and this committee has an obligation to look into these matters. It 
is an appropriate function of our committee. But it seems to me no 
excuse to narrow the focus of this inquiry on one small issue, and 
that is the handling of the Travel Office during a short period of 
time by the Clinton administration and ignoring completely the 
abuses during the Republican presidencies of Reagan ana Bush. 

In fact, we have evidence that during the Republican time, some 
of the people in the Travel Office were acting criminally; not just 
evidence, the head of the Travel Office is going to trial in a couple 
of days on an indictment for embezzlement. 

Mr. Chairman, this committee can hold its hearings, but this 
Congress has already held hearings on Whitewater, Ruby Ridge, 
Waco, and now the Travel Office. What this Congress has not 
found time to do was to hold 1 day, even 1 day, of hearings on the 
Medicare proposal that revamped a system that was in place for 30 
years and is now being — as the Speaker says, transformed, radi- 
cally altered, by the Republicans, without 1 day of hearings. 

\^at this Republican Congress hasn’t had time to do was to hold 
even 1 day of hearings on the Medicaid proposal which is going to 
be before us later this week. The Medicaid proposal will completely 
repeal the nursing home standards, the assurances force to the el- 
derly when they are in nursing homes that they will get their care 
paid for after they have gone bankrupt and become impoverished, 
that the spouses will be protected, the family members will be pro- 
tected from nursing homes going after them, that women and kids 
will not be thrown into the streets because they won’t get any 
health care that will be guaranteed to them. Not a single day of 
hearing. 

Now let’s address the issue in front of us. There are some major 
issues involving the Travel Office that are absolutely being ignored 
in this hearing. First, the committee has failed to investigate the 
charges of embezzlement against Billy Dale, the head of the Travel 
Office during the Reagan and Bush administrations. Mr. Dale has 
been indicted for embezzling funds paid by press organizations. 

Second, the committee has failed to investigate evidence of wide- 
spread financial mismanagement by the Travel Office during the 
Reagan and Bush administrations. 

There was an audit by Peat Marwick Accounting Office at the re- 
quest of the Clinton administration in May 1993. ^ey found a lack 
of accountability, a lack of accounting controls and systems, a lack 
of documentation, a lack of contractual support, and other prob- 
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lems. None of these serious problems, which were the basis for Mr. 
Dale’s firing, is bein^ investigated. 

Third, the committee has not investigated new evidence of 
wrongdoing by the Travel Office during the Republican administra- 
tions. This new evidence, which was brought to light yesterday in 
a letter to yo% Mr. Chairman, from Mrs. Collins, si^gests the 
Travel Office officials during the Bush and Reagan administrations 
regularly accepted gifts and trips from airlines in violation of Fed- 
eral regulations. 

I am no expert on travel offices at the White House, but you 
don’t have to be an expert to see that the alleged abuses by the 
Clinton administration pale in comparison to the abuses of the 
Reagan and Bush administration. Indeed, essentially the only mis- 
conduct that the Clinton administration has been accused of is 
being too eager to clean up the Travel Office mess left by previous 
administrations. 

In my view, it is wrong for this committee to spend enormous re- 
sources investigating the Clinton administration’s handling of the 
Travel Office and at the same time fail to investigate the evidence 
of criminal and other wrongdoing by the office under the Reagan 
and Bush administrations. In short, the narrow focus of these hear- 
ings seems extraordinarily biased and partisan. 

I don’t know whether the committee plans additional hearings. 
If you do, I think we ought to hear from a number of witnesses. 
I know Mrs. Collins will be talking to you about that. But let me 
flag two issues, other issues, that concern me. 

First, I understand there is new evidence suggesting that the 
committee intervened with the Justice Department on behalf of 
Billy Dale — he is the guy that worked for the Republicans — and I 
would like to put into the record at this point, by unanimous con- 
sent, a letter from the Attorney General of the United States, Janet 
Reno, requesting that we not hold these hearings in order not to 
in any way interfere with that criminal trial. 

[The letter referred to follows:] 

U.S. Depabtment of Justice, 

Office of Legislative Affairs, Washington, DC, 

October 23, 1995. 

Hon. William F. Cunger, Jr., 

Chairman, 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

Dear Mr. Chairman; This responds to your letter to the Deputy Attorney Gen- 
eral, dated October 12, 1995, concerning the White House Travel Office matter and, 
particularly, whether certain documents constitute Brady material. 

We can assure you that we take our obligations under Brady v. Maryland seri- 
ously and the prosecutors handling the Billy Ray Dale case will continue to fulBll 
all of their responsibilities under Brady. They are aware of the documents to which 
you refer as well as all of the circumstances of the case, including the rulings the 
judge has made on materiality and relevance, and have determined that these docu- 
ments do not constitute Brady material. We have no concern about providing this 
material to the defense, however, and are therefore doing so. 

Your letter misreads the notes of Associate White House Counsel William Ken- 
nedy, III, which actually read as follows; 

Focused on Petty Cash Notebook w/ envelope in the front in locked credenza 
behind Billy R. Dale 

Anyone in the office can make entry to petty cash 

Since the notes say “focused on” — and not “found” (as your letter states) — they are 
properly understood to refer to Peat Marwick’s audit of the petty cash notebook cov- 
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erin^ 1992-93 (which was kept locked behind Mr. Dale’s desk), not to any allegedly 
missing pages. Similarly, the reference to “[a]nyone in the oflice can make entry” — 
as distinguished from “[ajnyone in the office can gain entry” (your letter) — relates 
to the Travel Office’s bookkeeping practices, not to the possibility that pages could 
have been removed. 

As for the FBI e-mail you cite in your letter, it was written by an FBI agent who 
was not present at the interviews and who had no first-hand knowledge of their con- 
tent. Moreover, Mr. Dale’s counsel has had ready and continuing access to the Trav- 
el Office employees whose interviews are discussed in the e-mail. 

Finally, your letter implies that the D^artment has maintained the confidential- 
ity of the report issued by the Office of iSxifessional Responsibility in order to pre- 
vent press coverage that is “unfavorable to the prosecution” and that we are delib- 
erately keeping “harmful information” from the defense. That is incorrect. The De- 
partment’s concern over public release of the OPR report is not based on the pres- 
ence of information in the report that is “harmful” to the prosecution or that could 
be construed as Brady material. ’The Department is concerned, however, that public 
release of the report will lead to media coverage on the Travel Office matter that 
could taint the juror pool immediately prior to the start of jury selection. 

This presents a danger to the criminal process. The jury's verdict should be based 
only upon the evidence that the court determines is relevant and admissible at trial. 
Although the Department has determined that the report does not contain Brady 
material, we are prepared to provide the report to Mr. Dale’s counsel under a pro- 
tective order restricting public disclosure. We reiterate our request that the Commit- 
tee ke^ the report confidential. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Fois, 
Assistant Attorney General. 

Mr. Waxman. I think it is highly regrettable that we have not 
paid attention to this issue of Mr. Dale. Congress should not be at 
the beck and call of criminal defendants, if in fact Mrs. Collins’ let- 
ter is correct about this committee intervening in his behalf. 

Second, I am extremely troubled by the suggestion of conflicts of 
interest raised by Mrs. Collins in her letter to Mr. Clinger. I cer- 
tainly hope it is not true that the committee’s investigation has 
been conducted by a person who was connected in any way to the 
fiscal mismanagement and poor accounting practices at the Travel 
Office. Such a conflict of interest, the idea that the person working 
for our committee at one time had been the supervisor of the Office 
of Travel at the White House when he worked for the White House 
and then came over here to investigate the White House 'Travel Of- 
fice, not during his time, but by the Clinton period, such a conflict 
of interest would discredit Congress and greatly damage the public 
trust in this committee’s inquiry. 

Mr. Chairman, under the unusual rules that we are agreed to, 
each side gets 30 minutes, and I want to yield at this point to Mr. 
Kanjorski first, who has extensive knowledge and background in 
this whole issue, to make further comments. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know 

Mr. Waxman. I yield the gentleman 5 minutes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Chairman, as you know, I have been dis- 
turbed with the fact of the untimeliness of this hearing today, just 
coinciding with the embezzlement prosecution of Billy Ray Dale. 

I know that sometimes the Congress’ clock is out of sync with the 
Justice Department or with the executive branch, but I can’t help 
but believe that there is a synermsm here, and it disturbs me 
greatly, because if the Congress of tnis United States and this com- 
mittee would take this timeframe, 2 days before an embezzlement 
criminal prosecution by the Justice Department of the United 
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States against a high official who served during the Reagan/Bush 
administration, and is going to face trial, and now we come with 
a very limited, narrow-scoped hearing, even though the Attorney 
General of the United States has made a reasonable request to 
wait 3 or 4 weeks so there couldn’t possibly be any interference. I 
want to bring to the attention of my fellow members of this com- 
mittee, both on the Republican side and the Democratic side, that 
Mr. Moran and I, when we served on an oversight Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, we spent an entire year of our lives 
examining the travel of the Presidency and of the executive branch, 
and, quite frankly, it did eventually get involved in the campaign 
of 1992. 

But I have got to tell the members of this committee that we 
started that investigation a year and a half prior to the hearings 
we held. We went methodically through what we found, and what 
we found were grievous occurrences both in the Defense Depart- 
ment’s flight arm and in the Travel Office. It is interesting to note 
that today we are going to hold a hearing that the chief investiga- 
tor, who investigated mr the majority side on this hearing today, 
was the chief stonewaller of our committee some 2 years ago. The 
same individual who refused to give us information, refused to 
open up books, and screamed at our staff. 

I will, for the record, say one of the staff members described our 
chief investigator, who has now retired, as a “scum bag.” I have 
never heard that used about a high official of the White House, but 
that was their opinion of his lack of cooperation when we went 
through this hearing. 

Now it seems to me that all of this is orchestrated for a purpose. 
I would hope and believe it is not a political purpose, but I can’t 
help but conclude that it is only for the purpose of politics and to 
affect the criminal prosecution of someone charged with $65,000 
embezzlement. 

It is interesting that the new President, 4 months into office, dis- 
misses someone who eventually gets indicted and we find that 
there is something wrong with that. 

I want to tell you and the members on the Republican side that 
during the transition of the new Presidency and in discussions with 
officims of the White House, I urged them to look into the travel 
arrangements of the President and the Travel Office, that I felt it 
had serious irregularities, if not illegalities, and that there was a 
fantastic cover-up. 

So any action that was taken in the first 4 months of the Clinton 
administration against the Travel Office certainly was with my 
concurrence or blessing, because I knew there was a necessity to 
look into it. 

Now what I would like to know is, I have in my office eight boxes 
of files. Why didn’t Phil Larsen, the chief investigator of this com- 
mittee, think about perhaps calling me up and asking what we had 
that transpired during the Reagan administration and the Bush 
administration, when he was one of the chief administrators in the 
White House of this program? 

Why did he, after receiving information on a GAO hotline, also 
promote Billy Ray Dale, when he was an overseer and a supervisor 
of him, when he knew there were irregularities? 
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It is even reasonable to believe that your chief investigator re- 
ceived some of the illegal gifts and gratuities, and I think if we go 
on with this investigation we ought to expand it. We ought to ex- 
amine White House travel, executive travel, congressional traveh 
We ought to examine all travel in the Federal Government and see 
if there are abuses. 

But let’s not make it a political issue, let’s do it with the type 
of framework that gets to the facts, helps Justice if there are pros- 
ecutions to be had, and tightens up the overruns of cost. 

We found in the last year of the Bush administration that the 
White House was spending over $189 million in travel, almost a 
million dollars a dav. We found that there were mfts, free trips, ex- 
cesses that you can't believe, participated in by tne highest officials 
in the Reagan and Bush White House. 

The charges were made and examined, and I think the people 
who will testify today will indicate that there was clear evidence 
in these reports that gifts and gratuities were^ven that were ille- 
gal under criminal law. And the Office of the Counsel of the White 
House decided to do nothing about it, not make a referral to the 
Justice Department, not to prosecute. 

So quite frankly, when I heard that there was a shake-up in the 
Travel Office of the White House and they were going to go into 
those areas, I was rather glad to see that occurrence happen. 

Now what I am disappointed with is the timeframe here. If we 
had done this before the indictment, fine. Why can’t we wait 3 
weeks and see the Justice Department proceed with their indict- 
ment, and see what happens with Billy Ray Dale? 

No, we are not going see that. As a matter of fact, we are not 
going to see that because the majority has made this and seen this 
become a political issue. It is very unfortunate. 

I think what we are looking into needs to be looked into, not only 
in the Travel Office, but over in the Defense Department. I think 
we are going to find massive abuse from the last two administra- 
tions. I think that in the first 4 months, at least with the light 
shined on the Travel Office, that activity has to a large extent 
stopped. 

I think we ought to tell the American public that it is not un- 
usual to get on an airplane today and see a Secretary, Cabinet- 
level officer, traveling commercially rather than traveling on a 
$50,000 flight provided by the Defense Department. That is com- 
mon practice today, that when you can travel as an executive of the 
White House or in the executive branch, you do it the cheapest and 
most convenient method possible, in conformity with the law that 
Mr. Moran and I structured to try to encourage reasonable travel. 

Mr. WaXMAN. Mr. Kanjorski, I want to yield to some other mem- 
bers as well. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Yes, I yield back to you. 

Mr. Clinger. I think we will try and go back and forth on the 
time at this point. 

Mr. Waxman. ok. 

Mr. Clinger. And before I yield to Mrs. Morelia, I would just 
point out that the gentleman from Pennsylvania has made some se- 
rious charges against the former chief investigator of this commit- 
tee. 
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We were asked — or Mr. Larsen was accused of a number of 
things, and he has responded in a letter which I would ask to be 
submitted for the record. 

[The letter referred to follows:] 

Phillip D. Larsen, 

New Albany, OH, 
October 23, 1994. 

The Honorable WILLIAM F. Clinger, Jr., 

Chairman, 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

Dear Mr. Chairman: This morning I received a copy of a letter to you, dated Oc- 
tober 20, 1996, from the Committee^a Ranking Minority Member, Congresswoman 
Cardiss Collins. In that letter Representative Collins alleges that “a personal and 
professional relationship exists between Billy R. Dale, the former director of the 
White House Travel Office, and Phil Larson (sic), your chief investigator until Sep- 
tember 30, 1996.” 

Rep. Collins’ descriptions of my service at the Executive Office of the President 
and my alleged relationship with Mr. Dale are inaccurate. Her description of the 
responsibilities and the authority of the Office of Administration, an agency of the 
Executive Office of the President, is incorrect. Finally, Rep. Collins’ insinuation that 
I may have acc^ted gifts from contractors that conducted business with the White 
House Travel Office is slanderous and absolutely false! 

In the following, I have attempted to respond to Rep. Collins’ letter. 

1. ". . . [PJersonal and professional relationship with Mr. Dale. 

During the course of my government career, I worked at three different agencies 
of the Executive Office of the President (EOP) for a total of approximately 17 years 
as follows: Bureau of the Budget/Office of Management and Budget, 1969-1978; 
White House Office, 1978-1980, Office of Administration, 1988-J8nuaiy, 1993. Dur- 
ing the course of these years, I came to know Mr. Dale, as well as hundreds of other 
persons who worked at the various agencies of the EOP. Due to the nature of the 
EOP, where some employees are political appointees and come and go on a frequent 
basis, while others are career government employees who stay for longer periods of 
time, it is obvious that I would better know those in the latter cate^ry. Having 
many years of service as an employee of the White House, Mr. Dale and many other 
individuals would fall into that categoiy. 

I do not recall when I first met Mr. Dale, but I believe it was in 1978, when I 
briefly served in the White House during the Carter Administration. During the 
time I have known Mr. Dale, I have had nothing but casual contact with him. My 
so called “relationship” with Mr. Dale is nothing more than that which would natu- 
rally develop between two employees who woiked in the same operation for a period 
of years. On occasion, we both have attended various functions such as retirement 
receptions and luncheons, but other than that we have not socialized on a personal 
basis. In fact, since 1978, there have been periods of a year or more when I had 
no contact with Mr. Dale. 

2. “That division [Financial Management Division, Office of Administration] is di- 

rectly responsible for travel services in the White House.” 

The Office of Administration (EOP) was established during the Carter Adminis- 
tration to promote centralized administrative support for all of the a^ncies of the 
EOP. OA did not have responsibility for the day-to-day operations of these agencies, 
or to obligate fiinds for them. Specifically, OA was not responsible for “travel serv- 
ice” for the White House. 

The only involvement by OA with regard to any White House travel had to do 
with the processing for payment of vouchers for the travel of White House staff. 
Payment for charter air travel for the press was not processed through OA’s Finan- 
cial Management Division. In fact, the White House staff travel vouchers were only 
processed after they had been reviewed and approved for payment by the appro- 
priate White House administrative official. OA’s sole responsibility was to process 
the approved vouchers for payment and to update the accounting records. 

3. “fljt appears that Mr. Larson (sic) may have served as Mr. Dale’s supervisor for 

those two years 1988-1989].” 

The insinuation that I may have supervised Mr. Dale or the White House Travel 
Office is wrong! At no time during any of my service in the EOP did I supervise 
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the activities of the White House Travel Office or any personnel assigned to it. The 
White House Travel Office was a component of the White House Office, not the Of- 
fice of Administration. During the time in question, it reported to senior White 
House administrative officials. As Deputy Director of OA’s Financial Management 
Division, I reported to the Financial Management Division Director (Mr. Ron 
Rassmussen), who in turn reported to the Director of the Office of Administration 
(Mr. Gordon Riggle). 

Even during my service in the White House during the Carter Administration 
(1978-1980), 1 did not supervise or direct the personnel of the White House Travel 
Office. That office was then under the direction of Mr. Robert Manning, who, like 
me, reported to Assistant to the President for Management Mr. Hugh Carter. As 
the Director of the White House Travel Office, Mr. Manning was a peer, not a subor- 
dinate. 

4. “Mr. Larson (sic) served in the White House as Director of the Personnel Manage- 
ment, responsible for supervising issues in the White House including the Travel 
Office." 

Agedn, this statement is an insinuation that is not correct. Similar to the financial 
management process described above, OA’s Personnel Management Division, which 
1 headed during the Bush Administration, did not have responsibility over the day- 
to-day personnel operations of the White House. That function was handled by the 
White House Personnel Office, which was headed for most of that time by Ms. Anita 
McBride (nee Bevacqua), who reported to the Assistant to the President and Direc- 
tor of White House (Operations (Ms. Rose Zamaria). I reported to the Director of the 
Office of Administration (Mr. Paul Bateman). 

Obviously, OA’s Personnel Management Division and the White House Personnel 
Office worked closely together to coordinate administrative procedures and ensure 
consistency in operations. However, the day-to-day responsibility for the White 
House personnel management rested with the White House Personnel Office. The 
only personnel program in which 1 had EOP-wide authority was the Drug Free 
Work Place Program. 

5 “[A]s Deputy Director for Financial Management, Mr. Larson (sic) would have had 
responsibility for the financial management of those components under the Office 
of Administration including the Travel Office." 

For the reasons set forth above, this statement is not true! The Travel Office was 
a component of the White House, not the Office of Administration. The management 
of the Travel Office followed a different chain of command than that of OA’s Finan- 
cial Management Division. 

In addition, 1 served as the Deputy Director of the Financial Management Divi- 
sion, not the Director. Had Rep. Collins, or her staff bothered to check their facts 
more carefully, they would have learned that my full title was Deputy Director of 
the Financial Management Division and Presidential Transition Coordinator, Office 
of Administration. My responsibilities with regard to the upcoming presidential 
transition clearly occupied most of my time. In the carrying out those responsibil- 
ities, I reported directly to the Director of the Office of Administration. My respon- 
sibilities were to make sure that all of the administrative processes were prepared 
to deal with the normal confusion that accompanies a change in administration. Be- 
cause President Reagan was about to complete his second term, it was a given that 
a change of administration would occur. My job was to plan for this event in order 
to minimize the chaos that usually occurs during presidential transitions. During 
the period 1988-1989, this responsibility consumed the majority of my time and I 
spent very little time on matters pertaining to financial management. 

6. “During Mr. Larson’s (sic) stewardship of the White House Financial Management 
Division ...” 

This statement is an outrageous distortion of the truth. First, as described above, 
I did not have “stewardship” over the Financial Management Division. Second, the 
Financial Management Division was a component of the Office of Administration, 
not the White House. Rep. Collins apparently wants to assert that because I served 
a brief stint as Eteputy Director of OA’s Financial Management Division, I had some 
responsibility for the “financial mismanagement” that is alleged to have occurred in 
the White House 'Travel Office. 'That is preposterous! If her contention is correct, 
and it is not, she needs to broaden her net to included all those persons who were 
my superiors at the time, as well those who served as Director of the Financial 
Management Division since 1989. 
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7. . . Mr. Dale and staff members of the Travel Office (as well as other staff mem- 
bers of the Office of Administration) routinely took gifts from contractors doing 
business with that office ..." 

Following this statement, Ms. Collins requests Chairman Clinger to obtain infor- 
mation related to "the participation bv Mr. Larson (sic) in the receipt of gifts from 
persons doing business with the Travel Office.” 

These statements are outrageous and slanderous! I have a solid track record of 
integrity during my career with the federal government. Rep Collins’ use of innu- 
endo and insinuation in this instance is repu^ant and beneath the dimity of a 
Member of Congress. I demand that she immediately produce any and all evidence 
that even implies that I accepted any gills from any contractor that ever did any 
business with any government agency with which I was an employee. Since she can- 
not substantiate her accusation, I demand an immediate written apology! Her in- 
sinuation in official correspondence that I accepted gills without providing any sup- 
porting evidence is character assassination of the worst kind. Now that it has been 
done, where do I go to get my reputation back? On this point, I will gladly submit 
to any investigation the Committee deems appropriate! 

Further, I have no knowledge of any allegations that staff of the White House 
Travel Office, or any member of the staff of the Office of Administration received 
any gill from anyone doing business with the White House Travel Office as sug- 
gested by Rep. Collins. 

8. “His [Mr. Larsen’s] relationship to Mr. Dale and his role in the White House has 

never been disclosed to the members of this Committee.” 

As demonstrated herein, I have no “relationship” with Mr. Dale or any of the 
other former employees of the White House Travel Office. I did not supervise them 
or direct the activities of the office. I have not socialized with them except at occa- 
sional office related functions. Accordingly, the so-called “relationship” Rep. Collins 
has attempted to construct, simply does not exist! 

Further, it is absolutely wrong to imply the my previous professional experience 
was not disclosed to the Committee. Prior to joining the Committee in June 1993, 
I was required to be interviewed by Julian Epstein, who was at that time the Com- 
mittee Staff Director. Mr. Epstein had a copy of my resume in his hand at the time 
of that interview and we discussed my previous background. I also believe that a 
copy of my resume was sent to then Chairman Conyers for his approval prior to 
beginning my employment. In addition, over the course of the past two years, I have 
on several occasions, discussed my previous work experience with Don Goldberg, 
currently serving as the Committee’s Assistant to the Counsel for the Minority, and 
others. For anyone who ever wanted to know, my professional background has never 
been a secret. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for the opportunity to read and respond to 
Rep. Collins’ letter. To do so required a good deal of self control. 1 am distressed 
that your efforts to find the entire story of the Travel Office matter has caused oth- 
ers to resort to slander, insinuation, and innuendo against me in order to discredit 
you and your work. 

Sincerely, 

Phillip D. Larsen. 

Mr. Clinger. But in essence, with regard to the really out- 
rageous charge that he has accepted some sort of gifts or perks or 
whatever, I would just read the response that Mr. Larsen sent. He 
said: 

These statements are outrageous and slanderous. I have a solid track record of 
integrity during my career with the Federal Government. Representative Collins’ 
use of innuendo and insinuation in this instance is repugnant and beneath the dig- 
nity of a Member of Congress. I demand that she immediately produce any and ml 
evidence that even implies that I accepted any gills from any contractor that ever 
did any business with any government agency with which 1 was an employee. 

And I would ask the same of the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
if there is any evidence, any substantial evidence, that there was 
any gifts or perks or payoffs or kickbacks made to Mr. Larsen, that 
he produce that evidence forthwith. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Will the chairman jdeld? 

Mr. Clinger. I will not yield at this time. I will yield on your 
time. 
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Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Chairman, under personal privilege, may I 
make a request? 

Mr. Clinger. I will yield on your time. 

Mr. Kanjorski. May I make a request of the Chair that Mr. 
Larsen be summoned as a witness and put under oath so that we 
can pr^erly examine him, instead of listening 

Mr. Clinger. That is not a request for personal privilege. As the 
gentleman knows, the minority does have the right to request a 
day of hearings, and you could do that at the appropriate time. 

I would now yield 3 minutes to the gentlelady from Maryland. 

Mr. Waxman. Point of parliamentary procedure. 

Mr. Chairman, are you sa^ng that this request from the minor- 
ity would have to be only by petition, because you wouldn’t feel 
that it would be appropriate in this hearing to have a witness so 
vital to our investigation come before us? 

Mr. Clinger. I think that that is basically what I am saying. I 
am saying that you have the right as the minority to request a sep- 
arate day of hearings. That is the appropriate time to do that. 

Mr. Waxman. So the only 

Mr. Clinger. This hearing has been established for a long time. 
The witnesses are here. The witness that the gentleman would like 
to call is not even in the State. It would be (nfficult, if not impos- 
sible, to call him at this time. But you have the right, as the minor- 
ity, to request a day of hearings. 

Mr. Waxman. The only way we can get a complete, full, and fair 
inquiry is to use our rights as the minority to force it? 

Mr. Clinger. Not necessarily, Mr. Waxman. In fact, as I have in- 
dicated, this is not likely to be the only hearing we will have in this 
matter. 

I now would yield to the gentlela^ from Mainland 3 minutes. 

Mrs. Morella. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

I want to commend you. Chairman Clinger, for holding this im- 
portant hearing and for not allowing the passage of time to dull the 
need for truth. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that it is very important to emphasize 
that our inquiry today is not adversarial in nature. Rather, we seek 
only to ask questions to paint a more accurate picture of events re- 
lating to the May 1993 firing of seven employees of the White 
House TVavel Office. We are here to engage in a dialog and not to 
point fingers. 

As we review the events surrounding the Travel Office firings, I 
plan to raise questions regarding an issue that I believe has not 
received sufficient attention in recent months. Specifically, I am 
concerned with whether White House officials properly safeguarded 
the rights of Travel Office employees. 

I am extremely concerned with the possibility that the firing of 
these career government employees was a predetermined outcome 
that needed a justification, the justification being the vilification of 
career government employees who had between 9 and 33 years of 
experience in the Travel Office with unsubstantiated allegations of 
corruption by, in some case, individuals with more than a little to 
gain from the demise of these workers. 

In fact, we must determine whether White House officials inten- 
tionally sullied the reputation of loyal career government employ- 
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ees to justify their termination, a termination which created job 
openings for political allies. 

After having served the government for many years, these career 
public servants deserve no less than a full accounting into whether 
their reputations were sacrificed on the altar of political expedi- 
ency. You know, the pain that these employees felt is very real. 
One need only place one’s self in their position to realize it. 

Just imagine if having served in a career capacity in the White 
House for 33 years, including service to both Democratic and Re- 
publican Presidents, you report to work 1 day and you are told that 
you are fired as a result of a performance review and mismanage- 
ment. You are informed that you must clear out your belongings, 
and leave the premises within 2 hours. And as you prepare to 
leave, a spokesperson for your employer tells the media that your 
termination is due in part to findings of an FBI investigation, in- 
cluding potential criminal conduct. 

You pack your belongings into boxes, you are escorted from your 
office of three decades. Subsequently you are shuttled out of the 
White House complex. You are crammed with your belongir^s in 
the back of a cargo van with no seats. You arrive at home^ your 
phone is ringing incessantly with friends, reporters who^have 
learned that you have been fired in conjunction with a law enforce- 
ment investigation. 

Worse, your daughter calls after hearing of your firing on the 
news. She asks if there is any truth to the charges. Sudaenly the 
FBI begins to interview your friends and neighbors. They seek to 
interview you but they will not allow you to record the proceedings. 
Additionally, the IRS informs you that they may have to audit your 
tax returns. Consequently, you are forced to hire an attorney for 
the first time in your life and spend between $20,000 and $56,000 
on legal fees. 

Finally, as happened with six of the seven that were fired, no 
charges are brought against you. In effect, your life has been 
changed and your reputation impugned without any documented 
wrongdoing on your part, and moreover, you receive no formal apol- 
0 ^. Tragically, as happened with two employees, your father dies 
while a cloud of impropriety surrounds you and he never sees your 
integrity vindicated. 

Mr. Chairman, it is precisely this human perspective that war- 
rants these hearings. I have heard several of my colleagues suggest 
that the events surrounding the White House Travel Office are 
stale or insignificant. My response to these matters are hardly — it 
was hardly insignificant for those six employees that were not only 
fired from public service jobs that they had held for between 9 and 
33 years but were terminated under public allegations of impropri- 
ety that to date have not been substantiated to any degree. 

So consequently, Mr. Chairman, I believe that this hearing is 
very important. I look forward to working with the witnesses and 
my colleagues to develop a more thorough understanding of the 
events surrounding the firings in the White House Travel Office. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. I thank the gentlelacty. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Constance A. Morelia follows:] 
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Prepared Statement of Hon. Constance A. Morella, a Representative in 
Congress From the State of Maryland 

I would like to commend Chairman Clinger for holding this important hearing 
and for not allowing the passage of time to dull the need for truth. I would also 
like to welcome our distinguished witnesses. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that it is very important to emphasize that our inquiry 
today is not adversarial in nature. Rather, we seek only to ask questions to paint 
a more accurate picture of events relating to the May 1993 firing of 7 employees 
of the White House Travel Office. We are here to engage in a dialogue, not to point 
fingers. 

As we examine the events surrounding the Travel Office firii^s, I plan to raise 
questions regarding an issue that 1 believe has not received sufficient attention in 
recent months. Specifically, I am concerned with whether White House officials 
properly safeguarded the rights of Travel Office employees. In a town so intently 
focused on the pursuit of power, it is altogether too easy to overlook the impact of 
our actions on the everyday lives of those involved. I am determined that we not 
ignore the human perspective on the events at issue. 

If Clinton Administration officials had desired to hire individual political support- 
ers with positions in the White House, they could have done so. Furthermore, if the 
Administration had discovered impropriety in the Travel Office, they had the right 
as well as the duty to make a full accounting of such corruption and to take appro- 
priate corrective action. No one contests these facts, Mr. Chairman. 

However, I am extremely concerned with the possibility that the firing of these 
carcergovemment employees was a predetermined outcome that needed a justifica- 
tion. The justification being the vilification of career government employees, who 
had between 9 and 33 years experience in the travel office, with unsubstantiated 
allegations of corruption by, in some cases, individuals with more than a little to 
gain from the demise of these workers. In fact, we must determine whether White 
House officials intentionally sullied the reputation of loyal, career government em- 
ployees to justify their termination, a termination which created fob openings for po- 
litical allies. Afrer having served this government for years, these career public serv- 
ants deserve no less than a full accounting into whether their reputations were sac- 
rificed on the altar of political expediency. 

The pain that these employees felt is real. One need only place one’s self in their 
position to realize that. Imapne if after having served in a career capacity in the 
White House for 33 years, including service to both Democratic and Republican 
Presidents, you report to work one day and are told that you are fired as a result 
of a performance review and mismanagement. 

You are informed that you must clear out your belongings and leave the premises 
within two hours. As you prepare to leave, a spokesperson for your employer tells 
the media that your termination is also due in part to findings of an FBI investiga- 
tion, including potential criminal conduct. 

You pack your belongings into boxes and are escorted from your office of three 
decades. Subsequently, you are shuttled out of the White House complex, crammed 
with your belongings in the back of a cargo van with no seats. You arrive at home 
and your phone is rinmng incessantly with friends and reporters who have learned 
that you nave been fired in conjunction with a law enforcement investigation. 
Worse, your daughter calls after hearing of your firing on the news. She asks you 
if there is merit to the charges. 

Suddenly, the FBI begins to interview your friends and neighbors. They seek to 
interview you, but will not allow you to record the proceedings. Additionally, the 
informs you that they may have to audit your tax returns. Consequently, you 
are forced to hire an attorney for the first time in your life and spend between 
$20,000 and $56,000 on legal fees. 

Finally, as happened with six of the seven employees fired, no charts are 
brought against you. In effect, your life has been changed and your reputation im- 
pugned without any documented wrongdoing on your part. Moreover, you receive no 
formal apology. Tragically, as happened with two employees, your father dies while 
a cloud of impropriety surrounds you, and he never sees your intemty vindicated. 

Mr. Chairman, it is precisely this human drama that warrants these hearing. I 
have heard several of my colleagues suggest that the events surrounding the White 
House Travel Office are stale or insignificant. My response is that these matters are 
hardly insignificant for those six employees that were not only fired from public 
service jobs that they had held for between 9 and 33 years, but were terminated 
under public allegations of impropriety that to date have not been substantiated to 
any degree. 
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The American people properly demand that the United States maintain the most 
eflicient and effective government work force in the world. However, in order to sus- 
tain this level of excellence, employees of the federal government must know that 
loyal and earnest public service will be honored and recognized. 1 believe that by 
raising probing questions at this hearing regarding the treatment of the Travel Of- 
fice employees, we can go a long way to reassure federal employees that their loyal 
service will not be overlooked and that their rights will be accounted for in full. 

Consequently, Mr. Chairman, I believe that this hearing is quite important, and 
I look forward to working with the witnesses and my colleagues to develop a more 
thorough understanding of the events surrounding the firings in the White House 
Travel Office. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. Mr. Waxman, do you want to yield? 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield to, first of all, 
to Mr. Green for 3 minutes. 

Mr. Green. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I thank my ranking member for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I have several questions that need to be asked 
today before we begin proceedings. This committee will probably 
spend this whole day, and as you said earlier, maybe additional 
days on this hearing during a major — this week when we have a 
major budget vote which I believe that all of us would much rather 
be looking at than looking at this hearing today. 

Furthermore, we did not spend 5 minutes in this full committee 
on Medicare fraud and yet we are chasing a 2y2-year-old issue 
which has been studied by the GAO, the White House and the Jus- 
tice Department. I think we all should question whether the prior- 
ities are correct, at least on this Tuesday morning. 

This hearing is either too late — it could have been done in Feb- 
ruary, March, or April when the new majority took over — or it’s too 
early. We can postpone it until next week or the week after, after 
the trial that starts 2 days for Mr. Billy Ray Dale who is coming 
up on charges that he stole money from the Travel Office. 

Mr. Dale headed the White House office from 1983 to May 1995 
under both President Reagan and President Bush, and for 5 
months under President Clinton. I think that statement itself 
speaks volumes today considering what we may hear. And again 
he’s been indicted, the trial starts 2 days from today. 

What is said here could prejudice that case against him no mat- 
ter what the chairman said in his opening statement. Who knows, 
maybe the majority may want that to happen. I hope we would 
pause and reflect on this before the problem — before we continue 
with the hearing. 

And then there’s another issue and Mr. Kanjorski brought this 
up, the fact that one of our committee’s majority investigators, ma- 
jority chief investigators who recently retired from our committee 
was in a possible supervisory role over Mr. Dale at the 'Travel Of- 
fice — of the Travel Office at the White House during the 1980’s. 

'The conflict of interest is striking, and I wonder if the chairman 
fully appreciates that, and obviously so, because you read a letter 
from Mr. Larsen. But having practiced law for a tew years, it’s not 
easy to cross-examine letters. It’s very easy to bring a letter up. 
And if Mr. Larsen is being brought into the hearing, then he 
should have been called by the majority today if you are so con- 
vinced that there is a fairness here. 
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This could hinder our own committee and the effectiveness of our 
committee, that I know in years serving in the legislature before 
I was elected to Congress, this committee was known for its fair 
and its tough hearings and investigative hearings to root out gov- 
ernment corruption. And I think today may call the effectiveness 
of our committee into question. 

This hearing, if we are going to have one at all, should con- 
centrate narrowly on the current performance of the White House 
Travel Office or it should investigate the total history of the office 
over the last several years. This selective approach smacks of a po- 
litical smear, and I think it is intended to carry this issue not only 
during this trial that is coming up in 2 days but into the 1996 elec- 
tions. And I would hope that if the committee wants to open Pan- 
dora’s box, that they are willing also to look at the years 1983 to 
1993 during our committee process. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. I thank the gentleman. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Gene Green follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Hon. Gene Green, a Representative in Congress 
From the State of Teicas 

Mr. Chairman, I believe several questions need to be asked and answered before 
we begin proceedings here today. 

This Committee will probably smnd the whole day on this matter during the 
week of a major budget vote which 1 believe we should all p^ attention to. Further- 
more, we did not spend 5 minutes on Medicare fraud as a Full Committee, yet we 
are chasing a 2Vii year old issue which has been studied by the GAO, White House 
and Justice Department. What kind of priorities are these? 

This hearin^is too late or too early, this hearing takes place just 2 days before 
Mr. Billy Ray Dale will to to trial on charges he stole money from the Travel OfRce. 
Mr. Dale headed the White House Office from 1983 to May 1995 under Presidents 
Reagan and Bush. What is said here could prejudice the case against him. Who 
knows? Maybe the Majority wants that to happen. I hope we would pause and re- 
flect on this problem. 

And then there is the other issue . . . the fact that one of our Committee’s Major- 
ity Chief Investigators, who recently retired from our Committee, was in a possible 
supervisory role over Mr. Dale at the White House Travel Office during the 1980’b. 
The conflict of interest here is striking and I wonder if the Chairman lully appre- 
ciates this and may hinder our Conunittee’s effectiveness in its fair and its tough 
investigative hearings. 

'This^earing, if we are going to have one at all, should concentrate narrowly on 
the current performance of the White House Travel OfRce or we should investigate 
the history of the Office over the last several years. This selective approach smacks 
of a political smear intended to carry this issue into the 1996 elections. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman from New Mexico. 

Mr. SCHIFF. I request 3 minutes from the Chair. 

Mr. Clinger. Yes. 

Mr. ScHlFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, I just want to say I am not sure the gentleman from Texas 
didn’t misspeak. The fact is this committee nas held hearings on 
Medicare fraud. In fact, provisions written in this committee are 
now part of the Medicare bill that passed the House recently. 

What I would like to do is ask the Chair a question, and that 
is the allegation has been made, if I am understanding it correct, 
that a former staff member, Mr. Larsen, I believe, influenced these 
hearings and that he had some kind of conflict of interest while 
doing so. It is my understanding that the Chair requested a hear- 
ing on the subject before — as the ranking — that is senior Repub- 



115 


lican member of this committee in the last Congress, before Mr. 
Larsen came to work for the committee. I wonder if the Chair could 
tell me if that is correct or not? 

And I yield back. 

Mr. Clinger. I would be happy to respond. 

Indeed, the request for a hearing to be held on this matter was 
first initiated on June 16th of 1993, well before Mr. Larsen came 
on board. The resolution of inquiry, which I was a cosponsor of, 
was also initiated before Mr. Larsen came up. 

I think it is outrageous to suggest that somehow this entire hear- 
ing was orchestrated in some way to insulate or to whitewash Mr. 
Dale. That was never the intention. 

Mr. Larsen’s activity here was merely to address the five studies 
and investigations that had been done to determine where the gaps 
were, and how complete the reports were. There was never any 
possibility of his orcnestrating or promoting or indeed of initiating 
this investigation. 

Mr. SCHIFF. The Chair initiated this as ranking — really the sen- 
ior Republican when we were in the minority in tne last Congress. 

Reclaiming 

Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman, could you yield? 

We have not had a full committee hearing on Medicare fraud. We 
have joined in subcommittee hearings but our full committee has 
never met. 

Mr. ScHiFF. We did it in the subcommittee of this committee. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman is out of order. 

The gentleman from New Mexico has the time. 

Mr. SCHIFF. We held subcommittee hearings in the subcommit- 
tees of this committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to reclaim the balance of my time. 

I want to say, unfortunately, I am seeing a tactic here I have 
seen before. There is first, a complaint about the timing of hearings 
that we hold in this committee when in fact the other party, when 
they were the majority, could have held a hearing on this very 
same sul:nect all during the 103d Congress. They were requested to 
do so and they refused to do so. So any time during the last year 
and a half before the majority changed, they could have held a 
hearing and they chose not to. And now we are seeing once a hear- 
ing is held, an all-out attempt to focus the attention of the media, 
focus the attention of the public on any other personality or issue 
they can possibly think of. 

And I want to say that with respect to the hearing schedule 
today, 1 am open-minded on the subject. If through the testimony 
we hear we find that from the five separate investigations done of 
the White House Trayel Office matter under the Clinton adminis- 
tration, that the administration took care of whatever errors that 
I think they acknowledged they made, then I would say there is no 
need for further hearings. But I wish that other members would be 
open-minded to the fact that maybe that’s not the case. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Wsixman. 

Mr. Waxman. I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from Virginia, 
Mr. Moran. 
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Mr. Moran. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. 

I do think there is a problem in terms of public perception with 
these hearings and I share in some of that. We will be considering 
legislation on the floor this week, and have been for the last sev- 
eral weeks, that will affect 2 million Federal employees. It is prob- 
ably the most profound impact on government operations of any 
legislation since World War II, and yet we have not had a sense 
that we have had adequate hearings on many of these issues. 

In fact, the most controversial have been bumped over to the 
Budget Committee to take to the floor instead of the Government 
Operations Committee. So that’s a perception problem I think. 

Another public perception problem is that when the Attorney 
General of the United States asked us not to have these hearings, 
since in a few days there will be a criminal trial of Mr, Dale for 
embezzling $68,000. It certainly must look as though Mr. Larsen, 
the investigator who was Mr. Dale’s boss, is having us hold hear- 
ings so that we would jeopardize the Government’s case against 
Mr. Dale. So I do think we have a public perception problem. 

But I would suggest that this is an area that is worth investigat- 
ing. As Mr. Kanjorski said, we tried to do that in our subcommit- 
tee. The reason we did that was that we had responsibility for au- 
thorizing the White House travel operations. And for many rea- 
sons, they had not been authorized in the past and so we tried to 
get information from the White House on how much was spent so 
that we would know how much to be authorized. And it is true 
what Mr. Kanjorski says that we couldn’t get information, it was 
impossible. And here we were the authorizing committee and we 
were told by Mr. Larsen actually that we should butt out of the 
issue essentially, that it wasn’t appropriate for the legislative 
branch to be investigating the executive branch in the area of trav- 
el. 

Well, that’s a very different attitude than what we see evidenced 
today. I would agree that it is the responsibility of the legislative 
branch, and I think that this is an important enough issue since 
it has been — information has, on the operation of the White House 
Travel Office, has been so difficult to obtain. 

I think we ought to do a full inquiry so that we know whether 
the White House Travel Office was acting properly when these peo- 
ple were dismissed and when some of the charges were raised, in- 
cluding charges against Mr. Larsen and Mr. Dale. And I think it’s 
important to clear the reputation of the people that worked in the 
Travel Office. In fact, I do think that the administration was wrong 
in the way in which they handled it. 

Mrs. Morelia suggested these were career Federal employees. 
They were actually not career Federal employees. They were ex- 
cepted service employees, so they served at the pleasure of the 
President. The President was certainly within his rights to dismiss 
all of them on the day he came into office. 

Had he done that, if that’s what he intended to do, none of this 
would have happened. I think it was a mistake to suggest they 
were being dismissed because there was a criminal investigation 
going on because that implied all of them were involved in some 
type of criminal activity, which I doubt to be the case, so I think 
it was mishandled in that regard. But as long as these issues have 
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arisen, I think the best thing to do is to do a full inquiry into the 
operation of the White House Travel Office. 

And what I would suggest is that we go from January 1984 to 
January 1994. That would give us a full review of the custom, pro- 
cedures, and it would give an opportunity for the people that have 
worked in the White House Travel Office throughout that period of 
time, many of them, to fully clear their reputation. 

So I am going to suggest that to the chairman that we cover that 
period of time, a 10-year period. I grant it doesn’t go as far back 
as Whitewater, but I think that would be an adequate period of 
time in which to 

Mr. Waxman. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Moran. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. I think what you are suggesting has a great deal 
of fairness because you would then be Ic^ing at Democratic and 
Republican administration Travel Offices. I think it highlights the 
point that we think this hearing is being held for partisan reasons 
to make points by only segmenting out the Clinton administration. 

But my other comment would be this committee didn’t have time 
to hold hearings on the abolishment of the Department of Com- 
merce or reform of Civil Service. If we are going to hold extensive 
hearings on travel during a 10-year period, we’lT have nothing but 
time, just travel hearings, and maybe we ought to have field hear- 
ings. 'Then we can all go to the Travel Office and make our travel 
arrangements for hearings. 

It just seems to me there are better things for Congress to do 
than to have partisan hearings for scoring points on an issue that 
the Democrats and Republicans both have things to answer to the 
American people. 

Mr. Clinger. I want to mve Mrs. Collins an opportunity to give 
a statement. There are only 2 minutes left on your time nut I am 
going to give her 5 minutes. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Well, I certainly thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, because here we are again at a hearing on an event 
that has been thoroughly reviewed and that happened nearly 2 V 2 
years ago in the opening days of the Clinton administration. Let 
me quickly recount what happened. 

In the opening days of the Clinton administration, at a time the 
administration officials were still trying to find their way around, 
a young staff aide reported allegations of mismanagement and po- 
tential criminal conduct in the White House Travel Office. The alle- 
gations found their way to the counsel’s office where several attor- 
neys with no experience in matters such as these stumbled around 
until an FBI liaison was asked for advice on how to proceed. 

Peat Marwick was asked to perform a quick review of the Travel 
Office and found cash discrepancies and other gross mismanage- 
ment. The criminal allegations were referred to the FBI and ffie 
'Travel Office employees were fired. 

If the White House had to do it all over a^in, there is no doubt 
that they would handle some things quite differently. Outside indi- 
viduals with potential business interests would not have been al- 
lowed to play a part. The five Travel Office staff who did not have 
managerial responsibilities would not have been fired and their 
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reputations unfairly tarnished. The fact that the FBI was inves- 
tigating the Travel Office would not have been made public. 

However, the Peat Marwick review did, in fact, find gross finan- 
cial mismanagement in the Travel Office. And that alone would 
have justified the firing of the office’s Director Billy Dale. In addi- 
tion to mismanagement, a Federal grand jury found sufficient evi- 
dence of criminal conduct to indict Mr. Dale. 

Now, whether or not the jury finds him guilty beyond a reason- 
able doubt, the White House had plenty of evidence to remove him 
from his job. 

The important facts about the conduct of the White House are 
these: Other than the actions by the Travel Office employees, no 
laws were broken, no rules were violated. The FBI was not pres- 
sured by the White House and the IRS did nothing wrong. 

In addition, the White House has taken numerous steps to clean 
up the management of the Travel Office and the General Account- 
ing Office can testify to the status of these changes. 

How do I know all this? It is all in the reports: “The White House 
Management Review,” the General Accounting Office report, the 
Justice Department Office of Professional Responsibility report and 
the FBI’s internal review of all thorough investigations into what 
happened and what went wrong. 

In fact, the most critical report was the White House review. Let 
me quote from the Justice Department’s report. Quote, We can only 
surmise that the White House, in an attempt to put the Travel Of- 
fice matter behind it for good, adopted the version of events most 
unfavorable, most unfavorable to itself and then took action to rep- 
rimand those involved, close quote. 

At the conclusion of today’s hearing, I am confident that these 
witnesses will have once again stated what we already know and 
that is that these reports wdl understand — will withstand scrutiny. 

Now, let us compare the response of the Clinton White House to 
allegations of questionable behavior within the Travel Office with 
how the previous administrations’ responded to charges of wrong- 
doing. After all, misconduct in the Travel Office is nothing new. We 
know that now. 

In 1988, allegations were made to the General Accounting Office 
that Travel Office staff were receiving kickbacks and gifts from 
contractors doing business with that office. Those are very serious 
charges of potential criminal violations. 

The same Billy Dale who is now under indictment was in charge 
of the Travel Office at that time, too. Unfortunately, those allega- 
tions were never seriously investigated by the Reagan administra- 
tion. Instead of conducting a thorough investigation into the 
charges, one of the White House staff simply asked Billy Dale, just 
asked him and another staff member about allegations of criminal 
wrongdoing and whether or not they were guilty. 

No one was put understand oath. No neutral party was asked to 
investigate. No referral was made to the Department of Justice. 
And even though that is required by Federal law whenever there 
is evidence of criminal wrongdoing, it wasn’t done. 

Now, how did the same Billy Dale who is now under indictment 
for embezzlement respond? I think we know. According to the 
interview notes that were provided to this committee, he admitted 
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that he routinely received tickets to sporting events and quote, 
fishing parties, close quote, by airlines with whom he did business. 

If the White House had seriously pursued these allegations it 
might have realized that by admitting to taking gifts, Mr. Dale 
may have been admitting to having committed a felony under Fed- 
eral law. 

Not only was accepting gifts from individuals doing business with 
your office — with their office a violation of existing White House 
regulations under Executive Order 11222, it was also a violation of 
Section 201(C) of Title 18 of the United States Code. 

Did Mr. Dale take steps to reform the Travel Office after admit- 
ting to accepting these gratuities? Hardly. Instead, he stated that 
he intended to fire the employees who had made the allegations. 
That may have violated the Federal statutes protecting whistle- 
blowers from retaliation. 

In what can only be called a whitewash by the Reagan White 
House, the staff decided that because Dale was cooperative and ap- 
peared to be sincere, the investigation was closed. That’s quite a 
different response than when the Clinton White House came across 
allegations of wrongdoing by the same Mr. Dale. The FBI was im- 
mediately called in to investigate. 

And unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, I find the timing of this hear- 
ing very troubling. It is just 2 days before the criminal case is 
scheduled to begin against a long-time Director of the Travel Of- 
fice, Billy Dale, for embezzling $64,000 from the Travel Office. Last 
May, both the Department of Justice and I wrote to express our se- 
rious concerns about proceeding with this inquiry before the com- 
pletion of the criminal cases. 

Last week, I sent in a second request that for the sake of the in- 
tegrity of the trial, the hearing be postponed, as did the Attorney 
General. 

I ask unanimous consent that my entire statement be made a 
part of the record. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection, so ordered. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Cardiss Collins follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Hon. Cardiss Collins, a Representative in Congress 
From the State of Illinois 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Well, here we are again, at a hearing on an event that has been thoroughly re- 
viewed and that happened nearly two-and-a-half years ago in the opening days of 
the Clinton Administration. Let me quickly recount what happened. 

In the opening days of the Clinton Administration, at a time when Administration 
officials were still trying to find their way around, a young staff aide reported alle- 
gations of mismanagement and potential criminal conduct in the White House Trav- 
el Oflice. The allegations found their way to the Counsel’s oflice, where several at- 
torneys with no experience in matters such as these stumbled around until an FBI 
liaison was asked for advice on how to proceed. 

Peat Marwick was asked to perform a quick review of the Travel Office, and found 
cash discrepancies and other gross mismanagement. The criminal allegations were 
referred to the FBI, and the Travel Office employees were fired. If the White House 
had to do it over again, there’s no doubt that they would handle some things dif- 
ferently. Outside individuals with potential business interests would not have been 
allowed to play a part. 

The five Travel Office staff who did not have managerial responsibilities would 
not have been fired and their reputations unfairly tarnished. The fact that the FBI 
was investigating the Travel Office would not have been made public. 
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However, the Peat Marwick review did in fact find gross financial mismanage- 
ment in the Travel Office. That alone would have justified the firing of the Office’s 
director, Billy Dale. In addition to mismanagement, a Federal grand jury found suf- 
ficient evidence of criminal conduct to indict Mr Dale. Whether or not the jury finds 
him guilty beyond a reasonable doubt, the White House had plenty of evidence to 
remove him from his job. 

The important facts about the conduct of the White House are these: Other than 
the actions W the Travel Office employees, no laws were broken; no rules were vio- 
lated; the FBI was not pressured by the White House; and the IF^ did nothing 
wrong. In addition, the White House has taken numerous steps to clean up the 
management of the Travel Office, and the General Accounting Office can testify to 
the status of those changes. 

How do I know all this? It’s all in the reports. 'The White House Management Re- 
view, the General Accounting Office report, the Justice Department Office of Profes- 
sional ^sponsibility report, and the FBI’s internal review are all thorough inves- 
tigations into what happened and what went wrong. In fact, the most critical report 
was the White House review. Let me quote from the Justice Department’s report: 

We can only surmise that the White House, in an attempt to put the Travel 
Office matter behind it for good, adopted the version of events most unfavorable 
to itself and then took action to reprimand those involved. 

At the conclusion of today’s hearing, I am confident that these witnesses will have 
once again stated what we already know, and that these reports will withstand 
scrutiny. 

Let us compare the response of the Clinton White House to allegations of ques- 
tionable behavior within the Travel Office with how the previous administrations 
responded to charges of wrongdoing. After all, misconduct in the Travel Office is 
nothii^ new, we now know. In 1988 allegations were made to the General Account- 
ing Office that Travel Office staff were receiving kickbacks and gifts from contrac- 
tors doing business with that office 

’Those are serious charges of potential criminal violations. The same Billy Dale 
who is now under indictment was in charge of the Travel Office at that time, too. 

Unfortunately, those allegations were never seriously investigated by the Reagan 
Administration. Instead of conducting a thorough investigation into the charges, one 
of the White House staff simply asked Billy Dale and another staff member about 
the allegations of criminal wrongdoing, and whether or not they were guilty. 

No one was put under oath. No neutral party was asked to investigate. No refer- 
ral was made to the Department of Justice, even though that is required by Federal 
law whenever there is evidence of criminal wronedoing. 

How did the same Billy Dale who is now under indictment for embezzlement re- 
spond? According to the interview notes provided to this Committee, he admitted 
that he routinely received tickets to sporting events and “fishing parties” by airlines 
with whom he did business. 

If the White House had seriously pursued these allegations, it might have realized 
that by admitting to taking gifts, Mr. Dale may have been admitting to having com- 
mitted a felony under Federal law. Not only was accepting gifts from individuals 
doing business with your office a violation of existing White House regulations 
under Executive Order 11222, it was also a violation of Section 201(c) of Title 18 
of the United States Code. 

Did Mr. Dale take steps to reform the Travel Office after admitting to accepting 
these gratuities? Hardly. Instead, he stated that he intended to fire the employee 
who had made the allegations. That may have violated the Federal statutes protect- 
ing whistle blowers from retaliation. 

In what can only be called a whitewash by the Reagan White House, the staff 
decided that because Dale was cooperative and appeared to be sincere, the inves- 
tigation was closed. 

That is quite a different response than when the Clinton White House came 
across allegations of wrongdoing by the same Mr. Dale. 'The FBI was immediately 
called in to investigate. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, I find the timing of this hearing very troubling. It 
is just two days before the criminal case is scheduled to begin against the long-time 
director of the Travel Office, Billy Dale, for embezzling 564,000 from the Travel Of- 
fice. Last May, both the Department of Justice and I wrote you to express our seri- 
ous concerns about proceeding with this inquiry before the completion of the crimi- 
nal case. Last week, I sent a second request that for the sake of the integrity of 
the trial, the hearing be postponed, as did the Attorney General. 

If you have any (kiubts about the impact of these hearings on the criminal case, 
you can bet that new motions based on the publicity generated by these hearings 
will be filed by Dale’s defense as soon as this hearing is over. 
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I have also recently learned that Mr. Hiil Larsen, until three weeks ago the lead 
staff investirator for the Committee on this hearing, worked in the White House as 
the Deputy Director of the office with direct responsibility for providing travel serv- 
ices to the Executive Office of the President, and in other positions, from 1988 
through the end of the Bush Administration. 

As Deputy Director of the Financial Management Division, he surely would have 
had res^nsibility for the financial management of the components under his au- 
thority, including those responsible for travel. The gross financial mismanagement 
of the Travel Ofnce as described by the Peat Marwick review and the GAO report 
has been a major issue in the Travel Office matter. 

Such a conflict on the part of Committee staff raises serious questions about these 
hearii^, and 1 would include as part of my statement a letter that I sent to you, 
Mr. Chairman, on Friday outlinmg my concerns about the involvement of Mr. 
Larsen in this investigation. I do not believe these hearings should go forward until 
these issues are resolved. 

There have also been suggestions of stonewalling or a lack of cooperation by the 
White House with this Committee’s investigation. It is my opinion that the White 
House has taken extraordinanr steps in waiving claims of privilege and making 
available internal records, wonting papers, confidential interview notes, phone logs 
and even legal analyses prepared by Counsel. Contrast that level of cooperation 
with the 1992 hearings by the Human Resources Subcommittee chaired by Rep- 
resentative Kaqjorski, when the Bush White House refused to send witnesses or 
provide even basic records on White House travel expenses. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the testimony this morning of our wit- 
nesses, who will once again answer questions that have already been asked and an- 
swered. I also look forward to your response to the questions that have been raised 
about how this investigation has been conducted. 

Mr. CUNGER. And I would now recognize the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Horn, for 1 minute. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am rather fascinated by what I have been listening to this 
morning. My interest in this hearing is very simple. We have the 
investigating agencies that conducted the examination of this situa- 
tion before us. I am interested in how effective they were. Did any- 
body interfere with their effectiveness? 

Instead, I come on this Tuesday for the hearing and I begin to 
think some of my minority colleagues thought it was next Tuesday 
and Halloween and intend to scare all the little children and their 
parents throughout the country. 

A lot about what I have heard is just utter nonsense. I am par- 
ticularly disturbed by the fact that the minority continues to men- 
tion the individual who is coming before a Federal court in a few 
days. 

The majority has not done that. We have tried to keep anything 
to do with that court case out of this hearing. And I am rather 
shocked by the partisan use of that case and the attempt to com- 
pletely divert the attention from what the real issues are here. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

I would just note two things: One, that the letter which we re- 
ceived from Mr. Larsen indicated that he was at no time ever su- 
pervisor or boss or had any authority over Mr. Dale. 

The second thing I would point out is there is — this hearing is 
not Mr. Dale’s trim. In fact, we — I will rule anything out of order 
that touches on that matter as we proceed through this hearing. 

This is a hearing to determine whether the investigations were 
conducted or the firings done in a complete, thorough and impartial 
way. We are not in any way going to get into matters that may 
arise as part of Mr. Dale’s trial, and I would rule those out of 
order, and I would now. 
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Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. I would now yield 

Mr. Waxman. Can I just ask a question of the Chair, just factual 
information? 

As you mentioned, Mr. Larsen who was the chief investigator for 
this committee, could you tell us when he started working for this 
committee and when he left? 

Mr. Clinger. He left on September 30th of this year. He began 
on June 28th. 

Mr. Waxman. He was the chief investigator for this particular 
hearing; is that correct? 

Mr. Clinger. Until he left. But he is also — there have been a 
number of investigators who have been working on this. He is not 
now the chief investigator, he is now retired. He has moved to 
Ohio. 

Mr. Waxman. June 20th of what year? 

Mr. Clinger. 1993. 

Mr. Waxman. And he left before we even began our hearings on 
this subject? 

Mr. Clinger. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 

Mr. Clinger. I would now 3 rield the balance of our time to the 
gentleman from Ohio, Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I would like to echo your remarks and 
also those of Mr. Moran, that I do believe that this is an appro- 
priate exercise of this committee’s oversight jurisdiction. And al- 
thov^h I would also like to associate myself with the remarks of 
Mr. Horn that there have been some rather strange time lines rel- 
ative to what happened to the long-time government servants in 
the White House TVavel Office, I am hopeful that today’s hearing 
and future hearings, if necessary, will focus on whether or not once 
investigations of ttie White House Travel Office were undertaken, 
the White House and others within the government cooperated 
with the investigators from the various agencies by providing them 
with the relevant documents necessary to conduct a thorough and 
successful investigation, which was their charge. 

And for my part, it really doesn’t matter to me whether it’s a Re- 
publican administration accused of withholding documents from a 
Democratic oversight committee or a Democratic administration ac- 
cused of withholding documents from a Republican oversight com- 
mittee. I think both are wrong and neither should be justified. And 
I hope they are not sanctioned in the course of this hearing. 

No one here today will argue that that White House Travel Of- 
fice was a model of recordkeeping efficient; however, it does seem 
odd that the Travel Office’s — one of the Travel Office’s major cli- 
ents, that is, the White House Press Corps, didn’t believe that they 
were being overcharged for their travel expenses. In fact, most 
have remarked that tne service provided by the Travel Office was 
typically good, and, compared to some of their campaign adven- 
tures, was less expensive and more capably managed. 

One would believe that if such gross mismanagement were occur- 
ring in the Travel Office, the reporters, the fourth estate, so good 
at ferreting out the truth, would have wasted no time in exposing 
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it. I would hope that this hearing would discuss the direct contact 
between the White House and the FBI, wherein the White House 
requested the FBI to conduct an investigation into the Travel Of- 
fice. 

I hope that we can inquire of our witnesses what impact, if any, 
the advisors by the White House from the various members of the 
counsel’s office had, that this investigation was being suggested or 
prompted by the highest levels. I wonder what the highest levels 
are, what that means. 

I am curious why the White House was so adamant to have 
agents from FBI headquarters handle the investigation even 
though they were informed that the Washington metropolitan field 
office was the appropriate agency to investigate the Travel Office. 

Finally, I will be interested to learn at what point the FBI deter- 
mined there was sufficient predication upon which to initiate an in- 
vestigation as well as why the FBI press response of May the 20th 
was modified three times, the last occurring after meetings with 
senior staff at the White House. 

Will you — I am sorry, was that a hammer indicating I am fin- 
ished, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Clinger. You have about a minute left. 

Mr. LaTourETTE. Thank you very much. 

Relative to just briefly on the cooperation between investigators 
and the issues before the committee, I think it is appropriate to ex- 
plore the rather tortured path that the Travel Office file main- 
tained by Deputy White House Counsel Mr. Foster took. I believe 
that one of the witnesses today will express dismay and shock as 
to it being withheld for a period of time. 

And last, I want to commend Mrs. Morelia and associate myself 
with her remarks. We are dealing with people who worked for the 
government, in some cases, from the administrations of John F. 
Kennedy to the present administration, and it’s a shame that we 
have phrases such as criminal mismanagement, impending indict- 
ment and all the like being tossed about in the absence of sufficient 
evidence, save for one indictment tarnishing the reputation of these 
good people. 

I yield back and I thank the Chair. 

Mrs. 'Thurman. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

I will now introduce our witnesses this morning. All of whom 
were the authors of or had direct responsibility for the production 
of the reports as a result of their investigations. 

First of all, the OPR Counsel, Office of Professional Responsibil- 
ity Counsel, Mr. Shaheen. Second the former White House Assist- 
ant to the President, Staff Secretary, Mr. John Podesta. From the 
Government Accounting Office, Nancy Kingsbury. From the FBI, 
the FBI Inspector, Mr. Smith. And the IRS Inspector, Mr. Gary 
Bell. 

All of these witnesses have played a role in the production of 
these documents. It is the practice of this committee to swear all 
witnesses so as not to prejudice the rights of any witness, and I 
would ask if you would have any objection to being sworn. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 



124 


Mr. Clinger. The clerk will please note that the witnesses have 
all answered in the affirmative, and please be seated. 

And ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much for your partici- 
pation today and for your patience in listening to our rhetoric and 
oratory, too, at the opening of this hearing. 

And at this time, I gather we would start with Mr. Shaheen. 

And I would remind the panelists that we are going to limit time 
on the opening statements at least to about 10 minutes. And be 
guided by the lights up there, but to the extent possible, we would 
like to hold those opening statements to 10 minutes so we can get 
into the questioning. 

Mr. Shaheen, welcome. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL SHAHEEN, COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT 

OF JUSTICE, OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Mr. Shaheen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Michael 
Shaheen. I am the Counsel of the Justice Department’s Office of 
Professional Responsibility. That office was created in 1975 and 
has jurisdiction to investigate allegations of misconduct by certain 
Department employees that may be in violation of the law, regula- 
tions or orders or of applicable standards of conduct. 

The matter began May 12, 1993 when the White House — when 
then White House Associate Counsel William Kennedy contacted 
the FBI to request guidance and advice regarding a possible theft 
of funds or other crimes by employees of the Travel Office. The FBI 
conducted a preliminary inquiry and determined in conjunction 
with the Department’s Public Integrity Section, a section in the 
Criminal Division, that there was a predication to initiate a crimi- 
nal investigation, which it did. 

In the weeks following the White House’s initial contact with the 
FBI, the matter attracted substantial press attention which focused 
primarily on questions about whether the White House had manip- 
ulated and pressured the FBI into doing and saying things about 
the Travel Office, regardless of the facts, in order to justify the 
White House’s termination of the Travel Office employees. 

Almost immediately, the FBI undertook an internal management 
review and provided the Attorney General, Janet Reno, with a re- 
port on June 1, 1993, concluding that the FBI had acted properly 
throughout its dealings with the White House on the Travel Office 
matter. The White House subsequently undertook its own internal 
management review of the handling of the Travel Office matter 
and released its report on July 2, 1993. Several White House staff, 
including Associate Counsel Kennedy, were reprimanded for ac- 
tions and remarks which created the appearance of misuse of the 
FBI by the White House. 

Following the issuance of the White House report, congressional 
calls for hearings on the Travel Office matter increased. In re- 
sponse, President Clinton and Attorney General Reno sent letters 
to Congress pledging that the Justice Department would conduct a 
thorough probe of the firings, including the FBI’s role and state- 
ments of possible criminal acts by the seven employees of the Trav- 
el Office. The President pledged full White House cooperation. 
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On July 28th, 1993, then Deputy Attorney General Phillip 
Heymann directed the Office of Professional Responsibility to un- 
dertake a review of the conduct of the FBI in connection with its 
contacts with the White House on the Travel Office matter and to 
report its findings and recommendations to him as soon as possible. 

The review that OPR undertook at the behest of Deputy Attorney 
General Heymann was different from a normal OPR inquiry. Nor- 
mally, OPR receives an allegation of misconduct against a subject, 
usually a Department attorney, which involves the Department’s 
core investigative functions, that is, of investigation, litigation or 
prosecution or advice-giving functions. If the allegation has some 
apparent merit, OPR investigates the allegation to determine 
whether the attorney in fact engaged in professional misconduct. In 
this case, there were no specific allegations of misconduct against 
any FBI agent or Department attorney; rather, certain events that 
occurred involving the White House, the FBI and the Department 
which raised concerns of possible improprieties. We were directed 
to review those events to determine whether anything improper or 
illegal had occurred. 

Because of the scope of the review, the need to accomplish it ex- 
peditiously and the fact that it involved FBI agents as well as De- 
partment personnel, we undertook our review with assistance from 
selected FBI inspectors and assistant inspectors. We initially con- 
fined our review to the approximately 2-week period from May 12 
to May 25, during which the FBI contacts with the White House 
occurred. OPR did not get involved in the substance of the criminal 
investigation into the Travel Office personnel, however, which was 
being conducted by the Public Integrity Section. 

On August 3, 1993, Deputy Attorney General Heymann provided 
OPR a copy of White House Deputy Counsel Vincent Foster’s hand- 
written note found shortly after his death on July 20th, which in- 
cluded, among other things, a statement that quotes, the FBI lied 
in their report to the AG, close quote. 

The Deputy Attorney General asked us whether any additional 
investigation was necessary in light of this statement. We re- 
sponded that, in our view, the matter could be considered within 
the scope of our original assignment and we subsequently included 
the issue of what Mr. Foster meant by that statement and whether 
the FBI had lied in its report to the Attorney General within our 
larger review. 

OPR’s review included interviews of more than 50 FBI, Depart- 
ment of Justice and White House employees and U.S. Park Police, 
as well as private citizens and a review of relevant documents. Our 
report of OPR’s investigation and conclusions was provided to the 
Deputy Attorney General on March 18 1994. 

Based on our review, we concluded that the FBI acted properly 
throughout its dealings with the White House regarding the Travel 
Office matter. Specifically, with respect to whether the \^ite 
House pressured the FBI into taking inappropriate action, OPR 
concluded that while Associate Counsel Kennedy and various FBI 
agents who had contact with him had different recollections of 
what was said, the agents did not interpret Mr. Kennedy’s state- 
ments as threats or attempts by him to pressure them to respond 
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to the situation in an inappropriate manner or in any way incon- 
sistent with their normal procedures, and in fact the FBI did not. 

OPR further concluded that ill-advised and erroneous actions by 
the White House, including the premature termination of seven 
Travel Office employees on May the 19th, 1993 against the advice 
of the FBI and the disclosures that day of the fact that the FBI had 
been contacted and would likely investigate the Travel Office mat- 
ter, rather than any conduct by the FBI, set in motion a sequence 
of events which created the appearance that the FBI was being 
used by the White House for political purposes. 

Finally, OPR did not complete its inquiry into the meaning of the 
Foster statement concerning the FBI because, in the interim, the 
Attorney General appointed Robert Fiske to be Special Prosecutor 
of the V^itewater/Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan investiga- 
tion. Since the issues surrounding Mr. Foster’s death, including his 
note, were within Mr. Fiske’s jurisdiction, OPR closed its review 
into the issue of the note so as to avoid interfering with Mr. Fiske’s 
investigation. 

OPR tentatively found, however, that the statement in Mr. Fos- 
ter’s note reflected his belief, based on no independent evidence, 
that his friend and colleague William Kennedy did not threaten the 
FBI agents with the prospect of alternative IRS involvement or in- 
formed them that the highest levels of the White House were inter- 
ested in the Travel Office matter. Accordingly, it was our view that 
since the FBI’s report on the Travel Office matter was to the con- 
trary, Mr. Foster concluded that the FBI lied in its report. 

That concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. Thank you, Mr. Shaheen. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Shaheen follows:] 


Prepared Statement of Michael Shaheen, Counsel, Department of Justice, 
Office of Professional Responsibility 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee. 

My name is Michael Shaheen. I am Counsel of the Justice Department’s Office 
of Ptufessional Responsibility. OPR was created in 1975, and has jurisdiction to in- 
vestigate allegations of misconduct by certain Department employees that may be 
in violation oflaw, regulations or ordera, or of applicable standards of conduct. 

That matter began in May 12, 1993, when then White House Associate Counsel 
William Kennedy contacted the FBI to request guidance and advice regarding a pos- 
sible theft of funds or other crimes by employees of the Travel Office. The FBI con- 
ducted a preliminaiy inquiry and determined in conjunction with the Department’s 
Public Integrity Section, that there was predication to initiate a criminal investiga- 
tion, which it did. 

In the weeks following the White House’s initial contact with the FBI, the matter 
attracted substantial press attention which focused primarily on questions about 
whether the White House had manipulated and pressured the FBI into doing and 
s^ng things about the Travel Office, regardless of the facts, in order to justify the 
White House’s termination of the Travel OlTice employees. 

Almost immediately, the FBI undertook an internal management review and pro- 
vided Attorney General Reno with a report on June 1, 1993, concluding that the FBI 
had acted properly throughout its dealings with the White House on the Travel Of- 
fice matter. 

The White House subsequently undertook its own internal management review of 
the handling of the "Travri Office matter and released its report on July 2, 1993. 
&veral White House staff, including Associate Counsel Kennedy, were reprimanded 
for actions and remarks which created the appearance of misuse of the FBI by the 
White House. 

Following issuance of the White House Report, Congressional calls for hearings 
on the 'Travel Office matter increased. In response. President Clinton and Attorney 
General Reno sent letters to Congress pledging that the Justice Department would 
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conduct a thorough probe of the firings, including the FBFs role and statements of 
possible criminal acts by the seven employees of the Travel Oflice. The President 
pledged full White House cooperation. 

On July 28, 1993, then Deputy Attorney General Philip Heymann directed the Of- 
fice of Professional Responsibility to undertake a review of the conduct of the FBI 
in connection with its contacts with the White House on the Travel Oflice matter 
and to report its finding and recommendations to him as soon as possible. 

The review that OPR undertook at the behest of Deputy Attorney General 
Heymann was different from a normal OPR inquiry. Normally, OPR receives an al- 
legation of misconduct against a subject — usually a Department attorney — which in- 
volves the Department’s investigation, litigation or advice giving functions. If the al- 
legation has some apparent merit, OPR investigates the allegation to deteraiine 
whether the attorney in fact engaged in professional misconduct. In this case, there 
were no specific allegations of misconduct against any FBI agent or Department at- 
torney. Rather, certain events had occurred involving the White House, the FBI and 
the Department which raised concerns of possible improprieties. We were directed 
to review those events to determine whether anything improper or illegal occurred. 

Because of the scope of the review, the need to accomplish it expeditiously, and 
the fact that it involved FBI agents as well as Department personnel, we undertook 
our review with assistance from selected FBI Inspectors and Assistant Inspectors. 
We initially confined our review to the approximately two week period from May 
12 to May 25, during which the FBI contacts with the White House occurred. OPR 
did not get involved in the substance of the criminal investigation into the Travel 
Office personnel, however, which was being conducted by the Public Integrity Sec- 
tion. 

On August 3, 1993, Deputy Attorney General Heymann provided OPR a copy of 
White House Deputy Counsel Vincent Foster's handwritten note, found shortly after 
his death on July 20, which included, amonq other thinqs, the statement that “the 
FBI lied in their report to the AG.” Deputy Attorney General Heymann asked us 
whether any additional investigation was necessary in light of this statement. We 
responded that in our view the matter could be considered within the scope of our 
original assignment and we subsequently included the issue of what Mr. Foster 
meant by that statement and whether the FBI had lied in its report to the Attorney 
General within our review. 

OPR’s review included interviews of more than 60 FBI, Department of Justice, 
and White House employees and U.S. Park Police, as well as private citizens and 
a review of relevant documents. A report of OPR’s investigation and conclusions was 
provided to the Deputy Attorney General on March 18, 1£^4. 

Based on our review, we concluded that the FBI acted properly throughout its 
dealings with the White House regarding the Travel Office matter. Specifically with 
respect to whether the White House pressured the FBI into taking inappropriate ac- 
tion, OPR concluded that, while Associate Counsel Kennedy and the various FBI 
agents who had contact with him had diflerent recollections of what was said, the 
agents did not interpret Mr. Kennedy’s statements as threats or attempts by him 
to pressure them to respond to the situation in an inappropriate manner or in any 
w^ inconsistent with normal procedures. And in fact, the FBI did not. 

OPR further concluded that ill-advised and erroneous actions by the White 
House — including the premature termination of seven Travel Office employees on 
May 19 against the advice of the FBI and the disclosure that day of the fact that 
the FBI had been contacted and would likely investigate the Travel Office matter — 
rather than any conduct by the FBI, set in motion a sequence of events which cre- 
ated the appearance that the FBI was being used by the White House for political 
purposes. 

Finally, OPR did not complete its inquipr into the meaning of the Foster state- 
ment concerning the FBI because, in the interim, the Attorney General appointed 
Robert Fiske to be Special Prosecutor of the Whitewater/Madison Guaranty Savings 
& Loan investigation. Since the issues surrounding Mr. Foster’s death, including his 
note, were within Mr. Fiske’s jurisdiction, OPR dosed its review into the issue of 
the note so as to avoid interfering with Mr. Fiske’s investigation. 

OPR tentatively found, however, that the statement in Mr. Foster’s note reflected 
his belief, based on no independent evidence, that his friend and colleague, William 
Kennedy, did not threaten the FBI agents with the prospect of alternative IRS in- 
volvement or inform them that the “highest levels” of the White House were inter- 
ested in the Travel Office matter. Accordingly, it was our view that since the FBI’s 
report on the Travel Office matter was to the contrary, Mr. Foster concluded that 
the FBI lied in its report. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN PODESTA, FORMER WHITE HOUSE 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, STAFF SECRETARY 

Mr. Cle^ger. Next, we’d ask Mr. Podesta. 

Mr. Podesta. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the com- 
mittee. Good morning. It’s always a pleasure to appear at oversight 
hearings. 

My name is John Podesta. I am currently a visiting Professor of 
Law at Georgetown University Law Center. From January 20, 
1993 through June 30, 1995, I served in the White House as Assist- 
ant to the President and Staff Secretary. From late M^ to early 
July 1993, 1 worked under the direction of then Chief of Staff Mack 
McLarty and then 0MB Director Leon Panetta on an internal man- 
agement review of the events surrounding the dismissal of seven 
employees from the White House Travel Office. I was assisted in 
this effort by my Deputy Todd Stem. The report we prepared was 
released to the public on July 2, 1993. My testimony today will 
briefly explain how we prepared the report and then summarize 
the report’s major conclusions. 

By way of context, let me give you a very brief synopsis of what 
the Travel Office did. The office fulfilled two principle functions. 
First, it handled all travel arrangements for the White House Press 
Corps when traveling with the President. Those arrangements in- 
cluded chartering aircraft, making hotel reservations, getting filing 
centers set up, getting equipment and baggage moved and charter- 
ing ground transportation. 

Second, the Travel Office made commercial travel arrangements 
for the staff and the Executive Office of the President, a function 
now contracted out to private — to a private travel ^ency. 

With respect to chartering aircraft for the Press Corps, an the ac- 
tivity that results in millions of dollars of annual expenses, the 
Travel Office used a single-source, no-bid system. I should point 
out that because these millions of dollars of billings and reimburse- 
ments did not follow Federal dollars, they were funneled through 
a bank account at the Riggs Bank, which I believe was unaudited, 
and for all intents and purposes, unsupervised by anyone outside 
the Travel Office. 

On May 25, 1993, the White House announced that Mr. McLarty 
and Mr. Panetta would be^n an internal management review of 
the circumstances surrounding the May 19th dismissal of the seven 
Travel Office employees. Shortly after that, Mr. McLarty asked me 
and Mr. Stern to help him conduct the review. Both of us are law- 
yers and neither of us had any involvement in the Travel Office in- 
cident. 

During the following 5 weeks in the course of preparing this re- 
port, we interviewed more than 40 people inside and outside the 
White House. Mr. McLarty and Mr. Panetta also conducted inter- 
views with a number of key people involved. Let me briefly summa- 
rize our conclusions. 

First, there was a very serious financial management problem in 
the 'Travel Office. The accounting firm of Peat Marwick was 
brought in to review the operations of the Travel Office and found 
major financial problems, including $18,000 worth of unaccounted 
for checks made out to cash, a lack of basic accountability, billing 
by estimate, a cash management system so poor that the office 
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lacked a general ledger or cash receipts disbursements journal, and 
a lack of minimally adequate documentation. 

Despite these serious financial problems and although it was ap- 
propriate to make management changes in the Travel Office, we 
found that the White House erred in the way it went about making 
these changes. We concluded that given the concerns about finan- 
cial irregularities in the Travel Office, it was not inappropriate for 
an Associate White House Counsel to make an initial call to the 
FBI to seek guidance on how to proceed. 

However, in subsequent conversations with FBI agents, the Asso- 
ciate Counsel made comments that could have been interpreted as 
pressing for fast action. The FBI agents involved all stated that 
they viewed the Associate Counsel’s comments as seeking guidance 
and did not feel pressured, as Mr. Shaheen has testified. 

FBI Director Sessions confirmed that view in a June 30th letter 
to Senator Dole. I would also note that none of the officials at the 
FBI or at the Department of Justice who heard about Mr. Ken- 
nedy’s calls within a day after they were made, including several 
very senior people at both agencies, suggested that they thought 
the call was improper. We also found that the \^ite House Press 
Office erred inadvertently when it mentioned the FBI’s involve- 
ment, and in its dealings with the FBI were trying to ascertain 
what could accurately be said concerning the FBI investigation, the 
White House was not sufficiently careful about avoiding even the 
appearance of trying to influence FBI conduct. 

We found that although the employees of the Travel Office 
served at the pleasure of the President, as Mr. Moran pointed out, 
the White House made mistakes in the way it treated them. The 
biggest mistake is the one I have already mentioned, disclosing the 
involvement of the FBI for which the Cnief of Staff publicly apolo- 
gized. Beyond that, there was no need to dismiss all the employees 
so abruptly. 

The White House did take corrective action on May 25, 1993, 
when the five employees who did not exercise financial control over 
the office were put on paid administrative leave. 'They were subse- 
quently given new positions in other executive branch agencies. 

The deputy director of the office retired. The director was in- 
dicted on charges related to financial irregularities in the office and 
is currently awaiting trial. 

Finally, we found that the White House was insensitive to the 
appearance of favoritism with respect to certain of the persons and 
entities involved in the decisions that led up to the firings in the 
Travel Office and in the efforts to keep the office functioning in the 
immediate aftermath of the firings. 

In the aftermath of these events, the White House took a number 
of corrective steps such as directing that initial contacts with the 
FBI concerning investigations of possible criminal activity occur be- 
tween White House Counsel’s Office and top Justice Department 
officials. We issued guidance for contacts between the White House 
and FBI Press Offices, instituted a competitive bidding system for 
the selection of press charters and introduced new financial con- 
trols in the 'Travel Office. 

Before concluding, Mr. Chairman, and I would add that when 
you introduced us you said you hoped we wouldn’t mind rhetoric 
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and oratoty, which I didn’t mind, but I did mind the sideswipe in 
your opening statement that implied that I lied to the GAO and I 
want to address that for a minute. 

You characterized the 900 pages of notes that were provided to 
this committee as my notes. They are not my notes. They are notes 
that were made during the conduct in the course of our manage- 
ment review, but th^ were not my notes. The GAO, a trained in- 
vestigator from the GAO, asked me a question: Did I keep notes? 

I said only a thimble full. If you look at the notes that you have 
before you, you will find there are a thimble full of my notes. 

I think the context is also clear from the GAO review because 
they went on to ask Mr. Stem about his note-taking habits and he 
responded to them I think accurately. So I think that the context 
of this was mischaracterized and I wonder how the question was 
framed to the GAO investigator when he replied in the way that 
you stated in your opening statement. I take offense of it. 

Let me conclude by observing that despite the short time period 
in which we did our work and the breadth of our task, the report 
we prepared was tough and candid and has stood the test of time. 
While a subsequent report of the Office of Professional Responsibil- 
ity took issue with some of our judgments, for example, concluding 
that we had been overly harsh in criticizing the White House’s 
dealings with the FBI, no subsequent report has identified any fac- 
tual errors in our report. 

I would be happy to answer any Questions. 

Mr. Clinger. Thank you, Mr. Podesta. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Podesta follows:] 

Prepared Statement of John Podesta, Former White House Assistant to the 
President, Staff Secretary 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, good morning. My name is John Pode- 
sta, I am currently a Visiting Professor of Law at the Georgetown University Law 
Center. From January 20, 1993 through June 30, 1995, I served in the White House 
as Assistant to the President and Staff Secretary. 

From late May to early July, 1993, I worked under the direction of then Chief 
of Staff Mack McLarty and then 0MB Director Leon Panetta on an internal man- 
agement review of the events surrounding the dismissal of seven employees from 
the White House Travel Office. I was assisted in this effort by my Deputy, Todd 
Stem. The report we prepared was released to the public on July 2, 1993. My testi- 
mony today will briefly explain how we prepared the Report and then summarize 
the Report's major conclusions. 

By way of context, let me give you a very brief synopsis of what the Travel Office 
did. The Ofilce fulfilled two principal functions. First, it handled all travel arrange- 
ments for the White House press corps when traveling with the President. Those 
arrangements include chartering aircraft, making hotel reservations, getting filing 
centers set up, getting equipment and baggage moved and chartering ground trans- 
portation. Second, the Travel Office made commercial travel arrangements for staff 
in the Executive Office of the President, a function now contracted out to a private 
travel agency. With respect to chartering aircrafi. for the press corns — an activity 
that results in millions of dollars of annual expenses — the Travel Office used a sin- 
gle-source, no-bid system. There was no competitive bidding. 

On May 25, 1993, the White House announced that Mr. McLarty and Mr. Panetta 
would begin an internal management review of the circumstances surrounding the 
May 19 dismissal of the seven Travel Office employees. Shortly after that, Mr. 
McLarty asked me and Mr. Stem to help him conduct the review. Both of us are 
lawyers and neither of us had any involvement in the Travel Office incident. 

During the following five weeks, in the course of preparing this Report, we inter- 
viewed more than 40 people inside and outside the White House. Mr. McLarty and 
Mr. Panetta also conducted interviews with a number of the key people involved. 

Let me briefly summarize our conclusions. 



131 


First, there was a very serious finandal management problem in the Travel Of- 
fice. The accounting firm of Peat Marwick was brought in to review the operations 
of the Travel Office and found meyor financial problems including $18,000 worth of 
unaccounted-for checks made out to cash; a lack of basic accountability, billing by 
estimate; a cash management system so poor that the Office lacked a Kneral ledger 
or a cash receipts/disbursements journal; and a lack of minimally adequate docu- 
mentation. 

Despite these serious financial problems, and although it was appropriate to make 
management changes in the Travel Office, we found that the White House erred in 
the way it went about making these changes. 

FBI 

We concluded that, given the concerns about possible financial irregularities in 
the Travel Office, it was not in^propriate for an Associate White House Counsel 
to make an initi^ call to the FBI to seek guidance on how to proceed. However, 
in subsequent conversations with FBI agents, the Associate Counsel made com- 
ments that could have been interpreted as pressing for fast action. The FBI agents 
involved all stated that they viewed the Associate Counsel’s comments as seeking 
^idance and did not feel pressured. FBI Director Sessions echoed this view in a 
June 30 letter to Senator Dole. 

We also found that the White House press office erred inadvertently when it men- 
tioned the FBTs involvement. And in its dealings with the FBI, when trying to as- 
certain what could accurately be said concerning the FBI investigation, the White 
House was not sufficiently careful about avoiding even the appearance of trying to 
influence FBI conduct. 

Treatment of employees 

We found that although the employees of the Travel Office served at the pleasure 
of the President, the White House made mistakes in the way it treated them. The 
bigrcst mistake is the one Fve already mentioned — disclosing the involvement of the 
FBI. Beyond that, there was no neecf to dismiss all the employees so abruptly. The 
White House did take corrective actions on May 25, 1993, when the five employees 
who did not exercise financial control over the office were put on paid adimnistra- 
tive leave; they were subsequently given new positions in other executive branch 
agencies. The depuW director in the office retired. The director was indicted on 
charges related to financial irregularities in the office and is currently awaiting 
trial. 

Favoritism 

Finally, we found that the White House was insensitive to the appearance of fa- 
voritism with respect to certain of the persons and entities involved in the decisions 
that led up to the firings in the Travel Office, and in the efforts to keep the office 
functioning in the immediate aftermath of the firings. 

Corrective Measures 

In the aftermath of these events, the White House took a number of corrective 
steps, such as directing that initial contacts with the FBI concerning investigations 
of possible criminal activity occur between White House Counsel’s Office and top 
Justice Department officials; issuing guidance for contacts between the White House 
and FBI press offices; instituting a competitive bidding system for the selection of 
press charters; and introducing new financial controls in the Travel Office. 

Let me conclude by observing that, despite the short time period in which we did 
our work and the breadth of our task, the report we prepared was tough and candid 
and has stood the test of time. 

At this time, I would be happy to take questions. 

Mr. Clinger. Now, I will ask Ms. Kingsbury. 

STATEMENT OF NANCY KINGSBURY, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 
AND REPORTING, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Ms. Kingsbury. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

You have a written statement that I have prepared, if you would 
be so kind as to put it in the record. I’ll try and be quite brief in 
my summary. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection, so ordered. 

Ms. Kingsbury. I want to say first what we did. 
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As you may know, the review that we did was a statutory man- 
date passed in the summer of 1993. It was very general in its lan- 
guage, so initially we looked to written products and to discussions 
with very — various Members on the Hill to identify the things that 
we covered in our review and those things came down to three 
broad areas in the end; The circumstances surrounding the re- 
moval of the Travel Office employees; to the extent we could, the 
past financial management practices of the Travel Office; and then 
we took a look at the then current financial management of the 
Travel Office, largely to see whether the statements that had been 
made in the management review that those problems had been 
fixed, in fact, had been carried out. 

This review took place in an extraordinarily difficult environ- 
ment for us, in our experience. First of all, you have heard men- 
tioned there was a criminal investigation that was going on. 

We had been requested by the Justice Department to defer many 
of our interviews to give precedence to the criminal investigation. 
We cooperated in that request. In the end, a number of the obvi- 
ously key parties to this refused to be interviewed at all because 
of the circumstances of the criminal investigation. 

There were also the other investigations going on, some of which 
are being reported on here this morning. Those also led to cir- 
cumstances which were relatively unusual for us. Interviews that 
we conducted were carried on after interviews had been carried on 
with a whole lot of other people. That does raise some questions 
about how memories, people’s memories of events may have been 
shaped. 

With respect to our dealings with the White House, we did have 
a substantial amount of delay in receiving a lot of documents. In 
the end, we may not have received all of the documents that would 
have been ideal. We can get into that a little more in the questions 
and answers, I suppose. 

Finally, we did issue our report on May 2, 1994, and in that re- 
port, we identified 29 criteria that we thought ought to apply to the 
management of this office. This is a very unusual office since it in- 
volves Federal employees managing funds that are in fact private 
funds, and so we set out 29 criteria to use to evaluate the office 
at the time we did our work and to use to evaluate the office in 
the future. 

We evaluated the progress the Travel Office had made toward 
meeting those criteria at the time and found that it had not made 
as much progress as the management review might have sug- 
gested. And then finally we did criticize White House officials for 
many of the actions that Mr. Podesta acknowledged the manage- 
ment review also criticized. 

On September 15 of this year, Mr. Chairman, you asked us to go 
back into the Travel Office and look again at how they were meet- 
ing our 29 criteria. We have done that and, as you know, we 
briefed you very recently. Basically, we found that the Travel Office 
currently has procedures in place that generally meet 26 of the 29 
criteria. The three that are not met have to do with reconciling ac- 
counts on a timely basis and paying bills on a timely basis and bill- 
ing customers on a timely basis. These are nontrivial difficulties 
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but the Travel Office is aware of them and is working on the prob- 
lems. 

I’d like to close today, Mr. Chairman, with the observation that 
the auditing and evaluation responsibilities of the General Ac- 
counting Office can be fully carried out only in an environment in 
which we are provided full and open access to all of the pertinent 
records related to the subjects of our reviews and we can interview 
with their full cooperation all of the key individuals who were re- 
sponsible for the events in question. 

As a practical matter we depend on and usually receive the can- 
dor and cooperation of agency officials and other involved parties 
and access to all their records. In candor, I can’t say that there was 
quite as generous an outpouring of cooperation in this case as 
might have been desirable. 

In the case of this review, we did receive adequate or even excel- 
lent access and cooperation in some areas, notably, from the Inter- 
nal Revenue Service. However, if the constraints and limitation on 
access and cooperation we experienced in other areas of this review 
were commonplace in our work, it would be difficult indeed for us 
to provide the information the Confess needs for its oversight. 

And with that observation, I will conclude my prepared state- 
ment and respond to any questions. 

Mr. Clinger. Thank you very much, Ms. Kingsbury. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Kingsbury follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Nancy Kingsbury, Director of Planning and 
Reporting, General Accounting Office 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I am here today in response to 
your rMuest to discuss our work and our report on the operations of the White 
Mouse Travel Office. The Travel Office’s operations attracted the attention of the 
Congress and the media in May of 1993, wnen White House officials dismissed the 
seven employees of the Office amid charges of financial mismanagement and pos- 
sible criminal investigations. As you know, we issued our report on May 2, 1994. 
(White House: Travel Office Operations GAO/GGD-94-132.) 

what we did 

We undertook this work in response to section 805 of Public Law 103-50, the Sup- 
plemental Appropriations Act of 1993, which required that we “conduct a review of 
the action taken with respect to the White House travel office. . . .” Given the 
breadth of this language, we initially took steps to identify the issues that we would 
cover in this assignment. To do that, we (1) reviewed the White House Travel Office 
Management Review^ to inventory the issues the White House considered to be per- 
tinent to the actions taken; and (2) discussed the events surrounding the Travel Of- 
fice matter and the Management Review with the staffs of the Committees and 
Members of Congress who contacted us, or who had been cited in the media as ex- 

S ressing concerns about the Travel Office matter and who could meet with us to 
iscuss their concerns.* 

We distilled the issues we identified through this approach into three broad areas 
of inquiry that we considered to be our scope of work: (1) the circumstances sur- 
rounding the removal of the Travel Office employees; (2) the past financial manage- 
ment practices of the Travel Office; and (3) the then-current financial management 
o^rations of the Travel Office, including the extent to which problems identified in 
the past had been corrected. To carry out this work, we assembled a GAO team that 
included individuals who had knowledge and skills in the areas of financial manage- 
npent, federal travel operations and procurement, and legal issues and investiga- 
tions, as well as specialists in tax policy and administration. 


* Issued by White House ofTicials on July 2, 1993. 

*The congressional stalT representatives we met with are identiTied in footnote 3, page 17, of 
our report. 
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To examine the isauea we identified in our scope of work, we reviewed relevant 
documentation and interviewed more than 100 current or former officials of the 
White House and federal agencies, as well as other organizations, who were knowl- 
edgeable about the White House press charter operations.® Where we were able to 
do so, we utilized the woik of other organizations investigating the same matters, 
such as the work of the IRS Inspection Service or the Treasury Office of Inspector 
General (OIG), in addition to our own work. 

CHALLENGES WE FACED 

This work was conducted in an extraordinarily difficult environment. After the 
announcement of the removal of the Travel Office employees in May 1993, the FBI 
conducted a criminal investigation related to Travel Office operations. Executive 
branch law enforcement authorities object to any activity by GAO that might inter- 
fere with a criminal investigation, and it is our long-standing policy to avoid such 
activity. Consistent with that policy, we obtained no information about the FBI in- 
vestigation. 

Because of the criminal investigation, some delays occurred in our scheduling 
interviews with many of the White House and other officials involved in the matter. 
We were also unable to interview people in the order and at the time we preferred, 
and some of the key individuals with whom we wished to speak refused to speak 
with us at all. We liave no subpoena power with which to compel testimony. Since 
it was unlikely that interviews with the individuals would be possible for the fore- 
seeable future, and to meet our commitment to issue a report by early May 1994, 
we decided to report on our findings without talking to those individuals. 

A related problem in our work was that our interviews took place during a period 
when other investigations of the events had been initiated in addition to the crimi- 
nal investigation. Triese included investigations by IRS and the Treasury OIG, and 
the reviews by the FBI and Office of Professional Responsibility that are rep- 
resented by other members of this panel this morning. In addition, a special counsel 
was appointed to investigate matters related to the suicide of the Deputy Legal 
Counsel, Vincent Foster. Although we were able to work around or with some of 
these investigations, interviews we conducted were in many cases preceded bv inter- 
views by other investigating officials, raising concerns for some aoout whetner our 
interviews were influenced ny earlier events. In many instances, legal representa- 
tives from Justice or the Vmite House attended the interviews; in some cases, 
interviewees invited their private attorneys to attend. While we objected to this 
practice in some cases, we nave no basis to prevent individuals we interview from 
Having others attend. Fortunately, it is a practice that does not routinely occur in 
our work. 

The conditions under which the work was conducted also involved sicpiificant 
delays in our receiving copies of documents we requested. Moreover, as we mscussed 
with the Committee at the time, we were able to proceed with our work only after 
agreeing to store the copies of documents provided by White House officials in space 
located m the New Executive Office Building. 

This agreement hampered our work, because special arrangements had to be 
made for access to the workpapers for our staff and key workpapers were sometimes 
unavailable on a timely basis when needed. Delays also occurred because interviews 
with many of the key individuals we needed to talk to had to be arranged through 
the ^^^ite House Legal Counsel’s office, and follow-up questions had to be submitted 
in writing because our normal practice of following up by telephone was precluded. 

THE RESULTS OF OUR WORK 

We recognized in our report that these constraints under which our review was 
conducted limited to some extent our ability to fully evaluate the orerations of the 
Travel Office or to fully resolve some of the issues we sought to address. Nonethe- 
less, our report (1) identified 29 criteria for sound financial management that should 
be used to manage and evaluate the operations of the Travel Office, (2) evaluated 
the progress the Travel Office made toward meeting those criteria through May of 
1994, and (3) criticized l^^ite House officials for some actions in the events sur- 
rounding the dismissal of the employees. 

On September 15, 1995, you asked us to revisit the White House Travel Office’s 
financial operations and to make a further assessment of those operations in com- 
parison to the 29 criteria we identified. We have done so and concluded that, for 
the peri^ tetween January through August 1995, the Travel Office’s procedures 
met 26 of the 29 criteria. We identified additional improvements that should be 


^A list of all of the individuals we interviewed is contained in appendix 11 of our report. 
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made in the areas of reconciling bank accounts, and billing customers and paying 
vendors in a timely fashion. We also made suggestions for certain other improve- 
ments in the Travel Office’s operations. 

SUBSEQUENT EVENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

Since the issuance of our 1994 report, continued attention by this Committee and 
the media to the events surrounding the dismissal of the White House Travel Oflice 
employees has resulted in the discmaure to us of, or comment in the media about, 
some additional records that were not brought to our attention during our work or 
that we were told did not exist. For example, during our review White House offi- 
cials denied knowledge of any materials related to the Travel Office in Mr. Poster’s 
possession at the time of his death. Recently, such files have been acknowledged and 
provided to this Committee. Other media reports suggest that additional documents 
exist that we were told did not, such as records supporting the preparation of the 
White House Management Review. For the most part, we have not had access to this 
new evidence. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to conclude with the observation that the auditing 
and evaluation responsibilities of the Ceneral Accounting Office can be fully carried 
out only in an environment in which we are provided full and open access to all 
of the pertinent records related to the subjects of our reviews, and we can interview, 
with their full cooperation, all of the key individuals who were responsible for or 
involved in the events in question. As a practical matter, we depend on and usually 
receive the candor and cooperation of agency officials and other involved parties and 
access to appropriate records. In the case of this review, we experienced adequate 
or even excellent access and cooperation in some areas, such as from the Internal 
Revenue Service. However, if the constraints and limitations on access and coopera- 
tion we experienced in other areas of this review, such as with the White House, 
were commonplace in our work, it would be difficult indeed for us to provide the 
Congress in a timely manner with the information it needs to carry out its author- 
ization, appropriation, and oversight roles under our Constitution. 

This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to answer 
any questions you or your colleagues may have. 

Mr. Clinger. Now, I’d ask FBI Inspector, Mr. Smith, if you 
would present your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF IVIAN C. SMITH, INSPECTOR, FEDERAL 
BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Mr. Smith. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit- 
tee. 

My brief statement will provide an overview of the role I played 
in conducting an internal review of the FBI’s contacts with the 
White House that is related to the investigation of the A^ite House 
’Travel Office. 

I was first notified on Tuesday, May 25, 1993, of my assignment 
at a 5 p.m. meeting in the Office of Deputy Director Floyd Clarke. 
I recall the following individuals were in attendance besides Dep- 
uty Director Clarke and myself; associate Deputy Director Weldon 
Kennedy, who had responsibilities for oversight of the investiga- 
tion, Assistant Director Joe Davis of what was then the FBI’s Legal 
Counsel Division, the Deputy Assistant Director Joe Johnson of the 
Inspection Division, and Deputy Assistant Director Fred Barringer 
of the Criminal Division. Perhaps there were others there that I 
don’t recall, but if so, they weren’t major participants. 

There was a general discussion regarding the focus of the inves- 
tigation that I was to conduct. What emerged were instructions 
that I was to submit a report that addressed two central issues: 
One, I was to prepare a chronology of all FBI contacts with White 
House staff; and two, to determine if the FBI was in compliance 
with existing FBI policy relating to those contacts. 
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It should be pointed out that there was a short deadline. I be- 
lieve it was June 1, 1993, that didn’t allow for an expanded inves- 
tigation. I also believe that Deputy Director Clarke ordered the re- 
view. 

Finally, it should be noted that Director William Sessions was 
traveling overseas, however, due to the availability of facsimile ma- 
chines, ^is didn’t present a major logistical problem. He approved 
the final report, but I would emphasize he made very few changes 
and only they were cosmetic in nature. This applied to the com- 
ments of other FBI officials as well. 

My investigation consisted of contacting all those FBI personnel 
who had direct contact with the White House staff and those who 
had been apprised of the contacts within the FBI management. 
Some had already prepared informal notes, which were furnished 
to me and provided a basis for my discussions with them. Others 
were simply subjected to interview. But this allowed me to estab- 
lish with confidence a succinct chronology of the contacts with the 
White House staff by FBI personnel. 

I deviated from a description of what occurred in those contacts 
on only one occasion. On page 4 of my report, I began by noting 
that unit Chief James A. Bourke was telephonically contacted by 
White House Associate Counsel William Held Kennedy the Third. 

I then pointed out Bourke and Kennedy had frequent prior contact 
due to Bourke’s position of unit chief of the special unit inquiry re- 
sponsible for Wnite House background investigations and Ken- 
nedy’s position involving White House security. 

But the remainder of the report did not address the “why” but 
only the “what” of the sequence of events. Those were my instruc- 
tions from the orimnal meeting on May 25. 

I also reviewed existing FBI policy as related to White House 
contact as provided to me by the Legal Counsel Division. What I 
determined was the initial call by Kennedy to Bourke was not ad- 
dressed by existing policy. There was ^idance as related to FBI 
responses to >A^ite House requests for information on ongoing in- 
vestigations. 'There was no guidance that addressed White House 
contacts with the FBI to discuss a potential criminal investigation 
or to obtain guidance involving potential criminal matters. 

However, I should point out, I found the FBI made prompt notifi- 
cation of the White House contact to the Department of Justice. In- 
deed, notification was made to three separate departmental sec- 
tions and at no time did the FBI make a commitment to commence 
an investigation until both the Department and upper management 
of the FBI had been notified. 

Further, FBI personnel refused to provide guidance to White 
House staff personnel based on information they were being pre- 
sented given the absence of specific facts and documents and the 
inappropriateness of such action. 

I did not interview anyone at the White House, the Department 
of Justice regarding this matter during the conduct of my inves- 
tigation in view of the fact that my investigation was limited to an 
in-house review. The final report was approved and I delivered it 
to the Office of Attorney General on June 1. 

This concludes my prepared remarks. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Clinger. Thank you very much, Inspector Smith. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Smith follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Ivian C. Smith, Inspector, Federal Bureau of 

Invectigation 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I have a brief statement that will pro- 
vide an overview of the role I played in conducting an internal review of the FBI’s 
contacts with the White House as related to the investigation of the White House 
Travel Office. 

I was first notified on May 25, 1993, of my assignment at a 5:00 pm meeting in 
the office of Deputy Director Floyd Clarke. I recall the following individuals were 
in attendance besides Deputy Director Clarke and myself: Associate Deputy Director 
Weldon Kennedy, who had responsibility for oversight of the investigation; Assistant 
Director Joe Davis of what was then the FBI’s Legal Counsel Division; Deputy As- 
sistant Director Joseph Johnson of the Inspection Division. Perhaps there were oth- 
ers that I don’t recall, but if so, they were not major participants. 

There was general discussion regarding the focus of the investigation. What 
emerged were instructions that I was to submit a report that addressed two central 
issues: 1) prepare a chronology of all FBI contacts with White House staff; and 2) 
determine if the FBI was in compliance with existing FBI policy relating to those 
contacts. 

'There was a short deadline — I believe it was June 1, 1993 — that did not allow for 
an expanded investigation. I believe Deputy Director Clarke ordered the review. Fi- 
nally, it should be noted Director William ^ssions was traveling overseas, however, 
due to the availability of facsimile machines, this did not present a major logistical 
problem. He approved the final report but I would emphasize, he made very few 
changes, and they were only cosmetic in nature. This applied to the comments of 
other FBI officials as well. 

My investigation consisted of contacting all those FBI personnel who had direct 
contact with the White House stalT, and those who had been apprised of the contacts 
within the FBI management. Some had already prepared informal notes which were 
furnished to me, and provided a basis for my discussions with them. Others were 
simply subjected to interview. But this allowed me to establish with confidence a 
succinct chronology of contacts with the White House staff by FBI personnel. 

I deviated from a description of what occurred in those contacts on only one occa- 
sion. On pam four of the report, I began by noting Unit Chief James A. Bourke was 
telephonicafly contacted by the White House Associate Counsel William Held Ken- 
nedy ni. I then pointed out Bourke and Kennedy had frequent prior contact due 
to Bourke’s position as Unit Chief for Ore special inquiry unit responsible for White 
House background investigations and Kennedy’s position involving White House se- 
curity. But the remainder of the report did not address the “Vby*, but only the 
“what” of the sequence of events. Those were my instructions from the original 
meeting on May 25th. 

I also reviewed existing FBI policy as related to White House contacts, as pro- 
vided to me by the Legal Counsel Division. 

What I determined was the initial call by Kennedy to Bourke was not addressed 
by existing policy.. There was guidance as related to FBI responses to White House 
requests for information on ongoing investigations. There was no guidance that ad- 
dressed White House contacts with the FBI to discuss a potential criminal investiga- 
tion, or to obtain guidance involving potential criminal matters. 

However, I should point out, 1 found the FBI made prompt notification of the 
White House contacts to the Department of Justice. Indeed, notification was made 
to three separate departmental sections, and at no time did the FBI make a commit- 
ment to commence an investigation until both the department and upper manage- 
ment of the FBI had been notified. Further, FBI personnel refused to provide guid- 
ance to White House staff personnel based on the information they were presented 
given the absence of specific facts and documents, and the inappropriateness of such 
action. 

I did not interview anyone at the White House or the Department of Justice re- 
garding this matter during the conduct of my investigation in view of the fact that 
my investigation was limited to an in-house review. The final report was approved, 
and I delivered it to the Office of the Attorney General on June 1. 

This concludes my prepared remarks. Thank you. 
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Mr. CuNGER. And finally I would ask Inspector Bell from the In- 
ternal Revenue Service if you would give us your prepared re- 
marks. 

STATEMENT OF GARY BELL, CHIEF INSPECTOR, INTERNAL 
REVENUE SERVICE 

Mr. Bell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Gary 
Bell. I am the Internal Revenue Service Chief Inspector and head 
the IRS Inspection Service. I am accompanied today by John 
Cummings, Acting Assistant Chief Counsel for Disclosure Litiga- 
tion. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you to discuss the 
IRS Report of Investigation into the White House Travel Office 
matter. It may help the committee to know a little about the role 
of the IRS Inspection Service. 

The IRS Inspection Service was established in 1952. Since its in- 
ception, the Inspection Service has functioned as an independent 
organization, and as head of the Inspection Service, I report di- 
rectly to the Commissioner. Inspection’s mission is to promote pub- 
lic confidence in the IRS by providing management with independ- 
ent and professional internal audit and investigative products that 
promote the economic, efficient and effective administration of the 
Nation’s tax laws; detect, and deter fraud and abuse in IRS pro- 
grams and operations, and protect the IRS against external at- 
tempts to corrupt or threaten employees. 

The Inspection organization is comprised of two functions; Inter- 
nal Audit and Internal Security, and nas staff in the national office 
as well as each regional office. All Inspection personnel are career 
civil servants. 

On May 26, 1993, the Inspection Service initiated an investiga- 
tion of allegations that emanated from reports of possible inappro- 
priate White House influence on the IRS in connection with the 
\^ite House Travel Office matter. As Chief Inspector, I directed 
the Regional Inspector in our Southeast Region to investigate these 
allegations. 

Inspection’s investigation was directed by the Regional Inspector 
in the Southeast Remon and was supervised by a Senior Inspector, 
our Supervisor in Charge from Greensboro, NC Inspection Office. 
The Supervisor in Charge was responsible for directing the inspec- 
tors and internal auditors assigned to the investigation. 

The Assistant Regional Inspector for Internal Security also was 
involved in supervising the investigation. During the period May 
26, 1993 through June 18, 1993, 15 Internal Security Inspectors 
and three Internal Auditors worked on the investigation. 

The IRS Inspectors and Auditors interviewed 36 individuals and 
recorded the results of the interviews in Memoranda of Interview. 
The Internal Auditors participated in interviews where their tech- 
nical expertise was advantageous. The Inspectors and Auditors also 
reviewed applicable procedures and gmdelines, evaluated pertinent 
files and analyzed computer records in all IRS offices involved in 
this matter. 

The Supervisor in Charge wrote the Report of Investigation. The 
report was reviewed by senior Inspection officials in the Southeast 



139 


Region and national office. The Inspection Service investigators 
concluded; there was no evidence of any attempts by anyone out- 
side the IRS to influence the course of this matter; there was no 
evidence of any improper or irre^lar actions on the part of any 
IRS employee; and all actions taken in the course of this matter 
were in the context of the respective employee’s official duties. 

The General Accounting Office and the Treasury Department’s 
Inspector General conducted further reviews of the matter. 'Their 
reviews evaluated the adequacy of the Inspection investigation and 
answered certain specific questions about the events in May 1993. 
Both of these independent oversight reviews had full access to all 
IRS employees and IRS files, including tax information. 

The 'Treasury Inspector General concluded there was no outside 
influence of IRS employees; the IRS employees involved in the mat- 
ter did not abuse tneir authority, and established IRS procedures 
and regulations were properly followed. 

’The IG also concluded that Inspection’s investigation was con- 
ducted in accordance with generally accepted standards for inves- 
tirations. 

The General Accounting Office concluded in their report on 
“White House Travel Office Operations” that IRS officials’ actions 
were reasonable and consistent with IRS regulations and normal 
practices and that there was no evidence to support allegations 
that White House or FBI officials improperly contacted or influ- 
enced IRS officials about this matter. 

The IRS has an obligation to protect taxpayer privacy and to 
safeguard the information taxpayers entrust to us. 'This is a statu- 
topr right and a fundamental part of the Service’s mission to ad- 
minister the tax law fairly and efficiently. Therefore, only when the 
taxpayer provides us authorization can the IRS discuss tax infor- 
mation in a public forum. 

In 1993, the IRS attempted to obtain taxpayer authorization so 
we could fully report the details of the Inspection investigation. 
The IRS was unsuccessful in this effort. Likewise, the GAO’s at- 
tempt to obtain all the necessary authorizations from taxpayers in- 
volved in this matter so that they could report fully on tne details 
of IRS actions was unsuccessful. 

Last Friday however, one taxpayer involved in this matter pro- 
vided a limited authorization that allows us to provide certain doc- 
uments and information to you, Mr. Chairman, and to four commit- 
tee stoff members. A copy of the IRS Inspection Service report, as 
permitted by the terms of the taxpayer’s authorization, has I^en 
provided to you, Mr. Chairman, and to designated staff. 

Unfortimately, that authorization does not permit me to discuss 
taxpayer information in public session. We are prepared, however, 
to discuss this matter further with the authorized individuals in 
executive session. 

This concludes my remarks. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bell follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Gary Bell, Chief Inspector, Internal Revenue 

Service 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee. 

My name is Gary Bell. I am the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Chief Inspector 
and I head the IRS Inspection Service, I am accompanied today by John (Ilummings, 
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Acting Assistant Chief Counsel for Disclosure Litigation. I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to appear before your Committee to discuss the IRS Report of Investigation 
into the White House Travel Office matter. 

1. THE INSPECTION SERVICE 

It may help the Committee to know a little about the role of the IRS Inspection 
Service. The IRS Inspection Service was established in 1952. Since its inception, the 
Inspection Service has functioned as an independent organization and I, as head of 
the Inspection Service, report directly to the Commissioner. 

The Inspection Service mission is to promote public confidence in the IRS by pro- 
viding management with independent and professional internal audit and investiga- 
tive products that promote the economic, efficient and efTective administration of the 
nation’s tax laws; detect and deter fraud and abuse in IRS programs and operations; 
and protect the IRS against external attempts to corrupt or threaten its employees. 

The inspection organization is comprised of two functions — Internal Audit and In- 
ternal Security — and has staff in the National Office as well as each Regional Office. 
All inspection personnel are career civil servants. 

II. THE BASIS OF INVESTIGATION 

On May 26, 1993, the IRS Inspection Service initiated an investigation of allega- 
tions that emanated from reports of possible inappropriate White House influence 
on the IRS in connection with the White House Travel Office matter. As Chief In- 
spector, I directed the Regional Inspector (Southeast Region) to investigate these al- 
legations. 


111. SCOPE OF THE INVESTIGATION 

The Inspection Service’s investigation was directed by the Regional Inspector 
(Southeast Region) and was supervised by a Senior Inspector (Supervisor-in-Charge) 
from the Greensboro, N.C., Inspection Office. The Supervisor-in-(jharge was respon- 
sible for directing the Inspectors and Internal Auditors assigned to the investiga- 
tion. The Assistant Reponal Inspector (Internal Security) also was involved in su- 
pervising the investigation. During the period May 26, 1993, through June 18, 1993, 
15 Internal Security Inspectors and 3 Internal Auditors worked on the investigation. 

The I^ Inspectors and Auditors interviewed 36 individuals and recorded the re- 
sults of the interviews in Memoranda of Interview. The Internal Auditors partici- 
pated in interviews where their technical expertise was advantageous. The Inspec- 
tors and Auditors also reviewed applicable procedures and guidelines, evaluated per- 
tinent files, and analyzed computer records in all the IRS offices involved in this 
matter. 

'The Supervisor in Charge wrote the Report of Investigation. The report was re- 
viewed by senior Inspection officials in the Southeast Region and National Office. 

IV. REPORT OF INVESTIGATION CONCLUSION 

'The Inspection Service Investigators concluded: 

• There was no evidence of any attempts by anyone outside the IRS to influence 
the course of this matter; 

• There was no evidence of apy improper or irregular actions on the part of any 
IRS employee; and 

• All actions taken in the course of this matter were in the context of the respec- 
tive employee’s official duties. 

The (ieneral Accounting Office (GAO) and the Treasury Department Office of In- 
spector General conducted further reviews of the matter. Their reviews evaluated 
the adequacy of the Inspection investigation and answered certain specific questions 
a^ut the events in May 1993. Both of these independent oversight reviews had full 
access to IRS employees and IRS files, including tax information. 

The Treasury Inspector General concluded that there was no outside influence of 
IRS employees; the IRS employees involved in the matter did not abuse their au- 
thority; and established IRS procedures and regulations were properly followed. The 
Treasury Inspector General also concluded that Inspection’s investigation was con- 
ducted in accordance with generally accepted standards for investigations. 

The GAO concluded in their report on “White House Travel Office Operations” 
(GAO-GGD-94-132, May 1994) that IRS officials’ actions were reasonable and con- 
sistent with I^ regulations and normal practices and that there was no evidence 
to support allegations that White House or FBI officials improperly contacted or in- 
fluenced IRS officials about this matter. 
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The ms has an obligation to protect taxpayer privacy and to safeguard the infor- 
mation taxpayers entrust to us. This is a statutory right and a fundamental part 
of the Service’s mission to administer the tax law fairly and efficiently. Therefore, 
only when the taxpayer provides us authorization can the IRS discuss tax informa- 
tion in a public forum. 

In 1993, the IRS attempted to obtain taxpayer authorization so we oould fully re- 
port the details of the Inspection investigation. The IRS was successful in this effort. 
Likewise, the GAO’s attempt to obtain all the necessary authorizations from tax- 
payers involved in this matter so that they could report fully on the details of IRS’ 
actions was unsuccessful. 

Last Friday, however, one taxpayer involved in this matter provided a limited au- 
thorization that allows us to provide certain documents and information to you, Mr. 
Chairman, and to four designated Committee staff members. A copy of the IRS In- 
spection &rvice report, as permitted by the terms of the taxpayer^ authorization, 
has been provided to you, Mr. Chairman, and to designated staff. Unfortunately, 
that authorization does not permit me to discuss taxpayer information in public ses- 
sion. We are prepared, however, to discuss this matter further with the authorized 
individuals in executive session. This concludes my remarks. 

Mr. Clinger. Thank you very much, Inspector Bell. 

Thank you all for your testimony. 

We will now move to the question period, and we will proceed 
under the 5-minute rule, and I will yield myself the initial 5 min- 
utes. 

I have had an opportunity to review all of your reports in some 
detail and have really considered where the gaps might be or 
where there was perhaps not enough attention paid, and it seems 
to me one of the areas that really did not receive full attention in 
any of the efforts, at least as far as I was able to see, was the role 
that was played by Harry Thomason, who was clearly at the center 
of events that led to the firings in the Travel Office. It was his alle- 
gations that initially led to the investigation, which in turn led to 
the firing. 

Early on in the administration, he was telling the President of 
allied problems and spreading the rumors, actually, to various 
staff about alleged kickbacks solicited by the Travel Office. He was 
also involved in working on the 25 percent personnel cuts at the 
White House, and that ne was also involved in something called 
the White House Project and involved in working on the problems 
in the Correspondence Office where apparently the officers were 
destroying correspondence because they couldn’t answer it, and I 
think that we only recently found out that Mr. Thomason and his 
partner, Darnell Martens, were also seeking at that time a 
$250,000 sole source GSA Government contract to perform a review 
of all civilian Government aircraft. 

In this regard, they were working through Bruce Lindsey and 
communicating with the President about these activities in the 
spring of 1993. 

The GAO, as I understand it, Ms. Kingsbury, was supposed to 
look at the activities of Mr. Thomason and Mr. Martens, but, as we 
reviewed your study and so forth, didn’t seem to get very far. Most 
of the people they interviewed, you interviewed, only mentioned 
Mr. Thomason’s inaugural activities or the staging of Presidential 
events activities. 

Most White House employees could not tell GAO what Darnell 
Martens did at the White House even though he was issued a pass 
and the White House put in for a full field investigation on him as 
an employee. For other investigations, at least as I read your re- 
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ports, the role of Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens apparently 
was outside the scope of those investigations. 

So Mr. Podesta, in your review, you were told, as I understand 
it, by Steve Davison of Worldwide Travel, that Harry Thomason — 
and I am quoting — was the moving force who stirred this up, close 
quote. Is that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. I think our report really speaks for itself on that 
in that matter. We saw — we found two tracks that led to the firings 
of the Travel Office employees on May 19. Clearly, Mr. Thomason 
and Mr. Martens were involved in one of those tracks. They 
merged the week of May 12. The other track, I would say, was the 
activities of Ms. Cornelius and Mr. Watkins. But they did merge 
the week of May 12th, and I think that 

Mr. Clinger. Some of the information that you were operating 
under was as a result of information received from Mr. Thomason; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. I had an interview with Mr. Thomason, yes. 

Mr. Clinger. OK. Given his role or given the fact that he was 
at least one of the two tracks involved in instigating the firings, did 
you consider it important to determine if he had any personal in- 
terests that he might have had in the matter, and did you inquire 
as to whether there was any potential conflict of interest in his in- 
volvement in this matter? 

Mr. Podesta. Again, I think that the report addresses this. I 
think there was an appearance problem. We were not trying to 
draw legal conclusions about that question. TRM and Mr. Martens 
said that they were not seeking business for themselves, they were 
seeking business in the — they were seeking a competitive bia situa- 
tion so people that they had worked with could bid on the charters. 

It was unclear tha^— to me, that TRM had any — ^had any role in 
which — that they performed any services that were really applica- 
ble to the Travel Office. 

Mr. Clinger. Was there 

Mr. Podesta. So that — I think that there are two issues there, 
Mr. Clinger. One is: Was there a direct conflict? Were they seeking 
the business? I think we concluded that we couldn’t find that they 
were with regard to the Travel Office business. The other was 
whether there was an appearance of impropriety or there was an 
appearance of favoritism, and we concluded that there was. 

Mr. Clinger. In your notes, you indicate that this — Mr. 
'Thomason at least was a likely subject for a reinterview. My under- 
standing was, he did not or would not submit to a reinterview; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. We did not reinterview him. 

Mr. Clinger. Did you request a reinterview? 

Mr. Podesta. Toward the end of the — we had a number of ques- 
tions that at one point we wanted to go back to Mr. Thomason on. 
I think by the end of the process, as we were trying to get this re- 
port out, we had a compressed period of time to do it. 

I would say a couple of things: First, the questions we had relat- 
ed to what he would — ^had said to Ms. Cornelius about the allega- 
tions of kickbacks and et cetera, we had largely resolved not to put 
those in the report in the first place, so they became rather imma- 
terial for our purposes. 
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Second, it was at least my impression that — that he was un- 
happy with the course of this report, and therefore we did not seek 
to reinterview him. But I 

Mr. CuNGER. OK Your report stated that Harry Thomason was 
at the White House working on the staging of Presidential events. 
But you did know, did you not, Mr. Podesta, that Mr. Thomason 
was involved in a lot more activities than that? 

And I would just submit these for the record. These were various 
activities that Mr. Thomason was involved in. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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HARRY THOMASON 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
TRAVEL OFFICE 
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HARRY THOMASON 
AT THE WHITE HOUSE 


* THE WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL 
OFFICE 


* INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE 
ON AIRCRAFT POLICY 


• "THE WHITE HOUSE 
PROJECT'VSTAGING OF 
EVENTS 


* PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURAL 
COMMITTEE AND FUNDING 
VOLUNTEERS AT THE WHITE 
HOUSE 
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WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE 


"Ooh, I*m going to Mice take wtj nx-figtm salarj a week and fly off 
to WashingtoH and see if I can't get Aose seven Mtde guys out of 
that travel office in the White House. It's sort of the eqtdvaleni of 
taking over a lemonade stand. " 

Linda Bloodworth-TIuHiuuon, caeanents regardir^ the 
Travel Office fiasco as reported in On the Edge, by 
Baabeth Drew p. 183 


"When HT (Thomason) and DM (A4artens) found travel office not 
putting business out for bid he heard Harry Tbomason hired private 
investigator to check charter company re inability to get business that 
these travel office guys on take...incestuous relationship with 

UHrAir From what we heard: Approximately 2-3 days before Peat 

Marwick was brought in Carville, Thomason, Stephanopoulos and HRC 
were furious and ready to throw them out that day. Tliey were furious 
wanted people out of there that day. I assume it was presented to 
these guys as they're crooks, get on h....HT was moving force who 
stirred this up..." 

White House Management Review notes of interview with 
Steve Davison of World Wide Travel, May 1993 

"Harry Thomason then says he can't meet because he's got a crisis to 
deal with with Watkins. Jennifer O'Connor accompanies Harry 
Thomason to Watkins office and tells Harry Thomason she understands 
the situation. At that meeting with Watkins, Harry Thomason 
characterizes WHTO employees as "these guys are ripping us off, 
they're bastards, then said "it is a great press story. Bill Qinton 
cleaning up house. Jennifer O'Connor asks Harry Thonuson if lie has 
evidence and he says yes." 

White House Management Review notes of interview with 
Jennifer O'Connor (White House staffer), June 1993 
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"Fan talked to Harry Thomason..jeeking reassurance^. Harry 
Thomason said "YOU MEAN YOU'RE NOT UP THERE WORKING?" 
Harry Thomason said he'd call HRC [the First Lady] and she would be 
very upset to hear they were still there...this was probably Sunday, 
5/16/93." 


White House Management Review notes of interview with 
Fan Dozier of World M^de Travel, May 1993 

"Didn't know why Harry pushing the issue. Harry agreed it was 
important to act quickly so the White House Travel Office employees 
couldn't act to prevent our message from getting out." 

White House Management Review notes of interview with 
former White House Director of Media Relations, Jeff Eller, 
June 1993 

"May 13 imeeting - Harry Thomason making allegations re Caudle 
[owner of ^4/hite House charter company UitrAir] and says they are "on 
the take".. ..Harry Thomason, Catherine Cornelius and Jeff Eller think 
they should be fired quickly." 

White House Management Review notes of interview with 
former White House Office of Administration official, Patsy 
Thomason, June 1993 

"Hillary telephone conversation with D. Watkins on Friday, May 14 
'Harry says his people can run things better; save money, etc. and 
besides we need those people out - we need our people in - we need 
the slots 


Notes of David Watkins, June 1993 


"Talk of ^ c ministration? "very close to AA (Air Advantage), Express Air 
and Miami Air ...Harry Thomason and I talked about it, and I told them 
I'd recoiT.niend them highly...! assumed the WHTO had a bid process 
like wher: used to do with AA. After firing, Harry Thomason asked 
wdio shoclfl help with charter, he recommended Penny." 
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White House Management Review notes of interview with 
TRM partner, Darnell Martens 


"George Stephanopoulos says "HT [Harry Thomason] no financial 
interest..DD/M [Dee Dee Myers], fcller and I disagree." 

Notes of the late Vincent Foster, July 1993 in the recently 
disclosed Vince Foster Travel Office file withheld from 
investigators for close to two years 

"Is the real story to be told?" 

Notes of David Watkins, June 1993 
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HARRY THOMASON 


WHITE HOUSE 
MANAGEMENT REVIEW 
INTERVIEW 
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John Podesu opened with explanation that this interview is for the purposes of a nuinagemem 
review, not an investijation. He noted that while the FBI may call upon Jeff for their investigation 
that is not the purpose of the current interview. 


John then asked about JefT s role during the transition and about bis current role in media 
affairs. Jeff explained that he spent a day in the WH during transition, discussion press operations 
with Shawn Walsh of the Bush Press Office. They did not discuss the Travel Office, except for 
passing mention when JefT was given a tour. 

Jeff said bis current role is in the office of media relations, which is responsible for dealing 
with all press outside of the White House press corps. His responsibilities during travel include 
managing interviews with local press outlets. Jeff does not have responsibility for travel 
arrangements for WH press. 

John asked -when Jeff next heard about the WHTO. JefT said be heard ‘bits and pieces' about 
the office ffotn Catherine Cornelius during the spring. He said he advised her that if ‘they* were 
go'mg to make significant changes at the office, then ‘they* should involve someone from 
communications early on, since this would be a serious move as far as the press is concerned. 

JefT added that he did not see Catherine's memo on reorganization until it broke in the press. 
He said be fl-st heard about possible improprieties and changes at the office was late April or early 
May, from Catherine. He indicated that he was not involved in and knew little from Catherine’s 
move to the '"ravel Office. 


John asked if Catherine told her anything about the office. Jeff responded that she mentioned 
’inefficiencies,' and he deduced that there were problems. When asked what she bad done to follow 
up on Jeffs tuggesiion that someone from communications be involved in this process, Jeff said 
CaUicrme asled JefT to play this role 


REDACTED 


Jeff (escribed his dcxi significajn mvolvcmcni 25 occurring the Wednesday or Thursday 
before the Travel Office siory became public [5/1? or 5/13) On that day, Jeff was called by ‘Harry 
Of Catherine' and told they ‘warned to move forwafd' on the Travel Office Jeff waJlced over to ihe 
r.as; Wing ol 'ic^ used by Harry to discuss the matter During the medijig, Harry recounted Danel 
Maneos’ convcfsaiioD with Billy Dale After about 10 minutes of discussion, tiic three walked over 
10 David Wa kms‘ office 

The ;nectiDg with David alw jncludod Patsy Tliomason and possibly Matt Moore or Brian 
Fouquan. A. this meeting, Jeff recommended taking action as soon as possible. JefT says he was 
concerned ih it action should be uken before arty rcprcscniaiivcs from Uie WH travel office left on the 
pre-advance 0 Tokyo Funber, he said he understood from CaihefiDC that she believe staff at the 
WHTO knev action was imminent If this was true. Jeff suggested, then action should be taken 
before the Tiavcl Office employees had itme to market the story to the press with their spin. Jeff 
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says he bad spoken with Dee Dee and George and reooauneaded pre-brieHog press with the wires, 
the Post, and George Condon of the Correspondents Associatioa. Jeff reports that George had told 
him if the WHTO staff really did something wrong, we should take action. Jeff says he specifically 
recommended to the group meeting with David that the employees be sent a very simple letter, 
without tneotioniog the FBI, etc. 

At this point in the interview with Jeff, Marie Gearan asked about Jeffs knowledge of FBI 
involvement at this point. Jeff said he thought he had been told that there was some level of 
involveinenL 

Jeff said that it was after the meeting with David that ‘tempers got hot'. On Friday, he met 
with Mack, Ricki and Vince to discuss the subject. {Jeff later noted that Ricki was present 
coinddentaHy, and that he could not remember haviitg discussed the issue her on another occasion.] 

At this meeting, Jeff again recommended that if.action was imminent, it should be taken soon so the 
WHTO staff couldn't set the spin for the action. 

Jeff does not remember any action over the weekend. He says David faxed him draft talking 
points and the Martens memo in California. 

Gearu asked Eller if the Friday meeting bad led to closure to take this action. Jeff responded 
no, the meeting had been open-ended. 

On Juesday morning, Jeff shared the memo and talking points with Dee Dee and Dreyer. 
Dreyer bad to real reaction, but Doe Dee seemed to think it would be a big deal. Jeff and Dm Dee 
spoke again :boul a pre-briefing plan. Jeff says Dee Dee was uncomfortable about including the 
wires, so the / decided to meet with Condon and Ai Karoen. Jeff said their intent was to make this 
into a columi' note rather than a full-blown story. 

On Tuesday night. David called Jeff and told him be planned to proceed with dismissals on 
Wednesday. 

On Wednesday, Jeff scheduled and did pre-briefs with Kamen and Condon. Then 'all hell 
broke loose' 

Jeff Slid it was ai this point that Devroy started pushing the Eller-Cornelius relationship. 
George and 1 tee Dee recommended Jeff drop out of the issue, and as of Thursday morning, he ended 
his involvem- nt. 

At tb s point in the interview. John asked if Jeff recalled whether the talking points bad 
included mertion of the FBI investigation 

Jeff I sponded that David had brought him a new version on Wednesday morning which did 
mention the I'BI. (Jeff is not certain whether or not the draft faxed to him in San Diego included an 
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FBI refereoce.l David returned to see Jeff later on Wednesday monung and told Jeff to delete Eller 
mention of the FBI. Jeff later spoke with Dee Dee and mentioned the change. Dee Dee said David 
had not told her of the change. As of their conversation, Dee Dee bad already confimed for a 
reporter the fact that the FBI was involved-working from the earlier talking points. 

At this point in the interview, Trxld asked Jeff if there was ever discussion of who would 
handle travel once the WHTO employees were dismissed. Jeff responded that his understanding from 
Catherine had been that Worldwide would handle commercial travel for staff, and that she would 
handle press chatters. 

Todd asked if Jeff was aware of TRIvCs role in seeking the change at WHTO. Jeff said he 
knew nothing about TRM until Harry conveyed Martens' conversation in their initial Fjsi Wing 
meeting. Jeff said he had asked Harry during the East Wing meeting if he was interested in the 
business, and Harry said no, he wasn't, h wasn't much money and it was too close and wouldn't 
seem right. 

John asked Jeff if he knew how the Vice President's Performance Review had been brought 
into this. Jeff says he did not know. Jeff said he saw the mention of the Performance Review in the 
talking points and should have called Marla at the time. Jeff said it has since been made clear that 
there was no connection between the WHTO and the Performance Review. 

John asked if Jeff has any knowledge of any other Martens proposals currently circulating, 
leff responded that he does not. 

John asked if Jeff lives with Catherine. Jeff responded that no be does not. John asked if 
Jeff knew if she took any documents home with her. Jeff responded that Catherine mentioned to him 
that she was working at home, bui he did not know wbat that be detailed. Jeff said be lived with 
another woman until mention of his relationship with Catherine appeared in the paper. Jeff said there 
were limes when Catherine was saying very little to him, and that people 'probably think I know a lot 
more than I do' about the WHTO. 


John asked if the involvement of Worldwide had raised any sense of caution. Jeff responded 
"No 1 didn't know then what I know now * Jeff said he does not know Penny Sample and had not 
worked with Air Advantage, 


Jeff said he had not talked w ith Kicki about this, encepi during the Friday meeting with 
Mack. He said that Ricki "just fi.ipjtcncd to be there when I met w'iih Mack'. 


John asked if Jeff had heard rumors about WHTO staff owning race horses, mansions, etc. 
Jeff responded that he had heard die rumors, but no evidence. He said he heard these rumors from 
"inside*, but not before the week the employees we dismissed. Mark asked; you didn't know before 
they were fired? To which Jeff responded, not before that week. Mark asked; so why move to 
dismiss them, because they were bad people? Jeff said that he was under the impression that there 
might be wrong doing 
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Todd asked if Jeff knew why Many was pressing the issue. Jeff said he didn't know. Jeff 
added that Many agreed that it was impoitaot to act quickly so the WHTO employees couldn't act to 
prevent our message from getting out. 

Todd asked if Jeff knew of anyone else involve in this; Jeff s^ no.-'jdf said he 
all documents on this on'IheTbundqr he removed hhnsdffrMBlhn bneLt He said he didn'rtbink'h'e*^ 
had any e-mail on the subject He said he might have a draft of the talking points on his hard drive, 
and he would check and see. 

Todd asked if hehadevetdaeossed')^iiiMiBif«iSirBnie^’~Jeffsaid he might have, since he 
was on the trip to California. He couldn't recall giving BniceTu^^^^ on the subject 
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HARRY THOMASON 
DARNELL MARTENS 

WHITE HOUSE 
PASSES 
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THC WHITC HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


lUy 12, 1993 

TO: FBI, LIAISON 

FROM: BOtNARD H. HUSSBAOM 

SUBJECT: FBI IKVESTICATTOMS 

SUBJECTS NAME MARTEMS DAIMEIJ. HILBERT SSF 264-11-42711 

DATE OF BIRIB 6-3-53 PLACE' OP BliBH IPA CROVE. TA 

PRESENT ADDRESS 713 EACLEVIEW CT. ■ WABOR. OH 4504D 

WE REQUEST: Copy of Provious Roport 

X Nam Chock 
Expondod Nam Chock 

Full Field Investlgotion: Level 1 Level II Level III. 

Lieited Updete 

___ Other 

The person nsoed ebove is being considerod for: 

X White House Stsff Postion 

Presidentisl Appointssnt 


Attachments: 

Sr 86 

- - sr 87, fingerprint Cord 

sr 86, Supplement 

RewArks/SoeciAl Ins tructions: 
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FOKWABO TO BOOK t. 0£0L 

THE WHITE BOUSE OFFICSE imniBHIfiniEl'II'l 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION SHEET IBlBllHIIlBlillki 
FOR PERSONNEL ACT ION CGE 002930 

(TO BS ATTACHED TO FORM WHP>U 


PBRBONAL INFORMATION 
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THC WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 



14G 




1 o 


March 23, 1993 


TO: 


TECHKICkL SBCDKm DIVISlal 
n.s. SECStET 8ERVICZ 


SKTECTS 


REQUEST FOR PASS 


NAMES 


Thoaaaon. Barry E. 


(LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE) 

title and office Office of tha Praaldent 

IsMdlata Suparvlaor'a 

TlEla and Haaa President Clinton 


Location (Roo No.) 


, Tel. Ext. 2345 


Type of Sacurlty Cleasrance: 


FBI (a) Coepleted NC WORldMC t MCIC CtM TT) irar.Wi r omleted 

(b) Other 

(c) Waived 


Type of Pees: 


Taaporasry Executive Office 30 Da._ 
Permanent Executive Office 
Teeporary White Bouse 30 Da._ 
Other : 


£0 Da.. 


90 Da. 


_60 Da. 90 Da._ 


XPPROVQ} Bf: 




Cnig laivlngstonc 
Assistant to the Counsel to 
the President (Security) 

l■lelflllllll 

CGE 002931 
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ncK 

THC WHITC House 
washincton 

L MAR 2 4 1993 

March 23, 19>3 

TO: FBI, LIAISOH 

FRCW: BEMXAltD H. MOSSBAtBI 

SUBJECT: FBI DIVESTICXTIOWS 

SUBJECTS HAKE ThOBaaon. Hanrv I. 88* 431- 74-05»« 

DATE OF BIKIB 11-28-aO PLACE OF BIEZE 
PRESENT ADDRESS 4908 Noallna Bnelao. CA *1438 

WE REQUEST: Copy of Pravioua Roport 

X ' RaM Chock 
Eapandad Raao Chock 

Full Flold Invootl^atloo: Lovol I LoyoI II__Levol III 

Lladtod Updato 

_____ othar 


The person nanod above is beinq considarod for: 

White Bouse Staff Postlon 
Presidential Appointment 


Access 


Attachaenta: 


SP 87, Fingerprint Card 


C 6 E ee 2932 


Sf 66 « Suppl«Ben^ 


Renarks /Snecial Instructions: 


CEMTUL FUS AT FBI HEADQIMRTBtS AND THf 
FILES OFTNI IDENTflMTION ONsnON iHr 

uppeorvn fiBMKnn data sosb cohtai.s 
NOIDENTmABUMFBniATXM 


Af>(i 05M 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAtHiHCTOM 

14G2G 

MEMO TO: CRAIG LIVINGSTONE 

FROM: LISA HETtL 

STAFF ASSISTANT 

DATE: MARCB 6, 1994 

RE: PASS STATUS OP INDIVIDDALS 


Per your request# I have checked into the pass 
status of Harry ThoBason# Darnell Martens# and 
Harkie Post* 

Accordinq to our files. and those of OSSS/TSD# 
the following information Is accurate: 

Harry Thomason was issued a Tenp. White Bouse 
Staff badge 'on March 23# 1993. It was rendered 
inactive by. OSSS/TSD on September 14# 1993 per 
a telephone request from nyself* The pass itself 
has never been returned* 

Darnell Martens was issued a Temp. White Bouse 
Volunteer badge on May 12# 1993* The pass 
expired and became inactive on August 12# 1993 • 
The pass itself has never been returned* 

Markle Post was never issued a hard badge* 
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Whit* House Trsvel Office B. Homen 

(9C6604) 3-11-94 

“• 1/7 

Record of Intervie w with Cralo Livingstone. The White House 

Sate: March 10, 1994 

Participants: 

GAO : 

John Baldwin, Assistant Director 
Bob Homan, Evaluator 

The White House; 

Nell Eggleston, Associate Counsel to the President 
D. Craig Livingstone, Director, Personnel Security 


He arranged this interview to discuss the White House access 
passes that were provided to Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens, 
and to discuss Craig Livingstone's Involvement In securing the 
travel office after the employees were fired. Nell Eggleston 
provided us with documents supporting the passes that wars 
granted to Mr. Thomason and Mr. Martens, which we discussed with 
Mr. Livingstone. Mr. Eggleston said those documents would be 
sent to oui NEOB site. 


The documents provided indicate that Mr. Thomason was granted a 
90-day Hhl'.a House access pass as a volunteer reporting to the 
President. Clarissa Cerda signed Hr. Thomason's access form 
(dated 3/11/93) for the Office of Management and Administration, 
which sent It to the Counsel's office to determine the 
applicant's status, such as volunteer. Other status designations 
Include detallee, special government employee. White House 
Fellow, ccntractor, or other government agency. (However, Mr. 
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Eggleston said that wa cannot conclude that on the basis of the 
access pass fom that the Counsel's office determined that Hr. 
Thomason was not a special government employee. Mr. Eggleston 
said that he does not know if White House Counsel determined 
whether Mr. Thomason was a special government employee.) 

When Mr. Livingstone received Mr. Thomason's access form on March 
23, 1993, he went to the Office of Management and Administration 
to ask why Mr. Thomason needed a pass. The form indicated that 
the President requested that Mr. Thosiason be given a pass--a 
request Hr. Livingstone said was "unheard of.” Hr. Livingstone 
first asked Ms. Cerda why Mr. Thomason needed a pass, but she 
didn't know. Mr. Livingstone then asked Ha. Cerda's boss, Mr. 
Watkins, who did not give him a reason but said that Mr. Thomason 
needed a pass. Mr. Livingstone said that Mr. Watkins did not 
need to provide a reason by virtue of his position. 

Mr. Livingstone said that he had heard that Hr. Thomason was 
working on the Second Floor In the East Wing of the White House 
on inaugural business (paying bills). Mr. Thomason was co- 
director of the Inaugural Committee. Through the course of time, 
Mr. Livingstone confirmed that Hr. Thomason was working on the 
Inauguration. He said that Mr. Thomason worked for about 1 month 
on the inauguration after he got his pass. 


2 
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Mr. Thomason's pass was automatically renewed after the Initial 
90-day period. The renewal was a "clerical error." A computer 
renews the passes automatically unless names are removed. Hr. 
Livingstone never received a memo Instructing him to remove Mr. 
Thomason's name from the pass list. Hr. Thomason's name was not 
removed from the pass list until August or September. When Mr. 
Livingstone discovered that Mr. Thomason was still on the pass 
list, he contacted the Counsel's office, which said "of course 
take him off." Mr. Thomason does not have a pass today. 

Mr. Thomason s background was checked by the FBI and Secret 
Service . 

Mr. Livingstone never attended any meetings with Mr. Thomason or 
received any memoranda on Mr. Thomason's duties. 

When Mr. Livingstone received an application for a White House 
access pass for Darnell Martens, dated May 12, 1993, Mr. 
Livingstone did not understand why he should have one. The form 
indicated that Mr. Martens would be reporting to "Harry 
Thomason/Dainell Martens." Hr. Livingstone talked to Mr. Watkins 
about it, who said that Mr. Martens was helping Mr. Thomason. 

Mr. Livingstone and Mr. Watkins agreed that Mr. Martens' pass 
(also a 90-t;ay pass) should be changed to one provided to 
volunteers . 


3 
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Mr. Livingstone knew Mr. Thomason because they both worked on the 
Clinton campaign and on the Inauguration. Mr. Livingstone did 
not know Mr. Martens. Mr. Livingstone does not know If Mr. 
Martens shared an office In the White House with Mr. Thomason. 

Mr. Thomason had a secretary with him. Mr. Thomason was not 
provided with any White House personnel support, to Mt. 
Livingstone's knowledge. Mr. Livingstone does not know what Mr. 
Martens was doing In the White Mouse other than he was helping 
Mr. Thomason. Hr. Livingstone does not know If Mr. Thooiason was 
determined to be a special government employee. Inaugural 
employees were not sworn In and did not have appointments to 
their jobs. 

Mr. Thomason's and Mr. Marteni'y blue passes ware good for 
anywhere In the Whit^ House except the residence. Mr. Thomason 
could have asked fot a residence pass, which would have given the 

' I 

same access as the blue pass, plus the White House residence. 

One form contained with Mr. Martens' application, dated May 12, 
1993, Indicates that Mr. Martens was being considered for a White 
House staff position. However, Mr. Livingstone said that the 
wrong line was checked, and that the other forms show that Mr. 
Martens was only being considered as a volunteer. On July 26, 

1993, Hr. Martens' pass was automatically extended until August 
or September. 


4 
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Hr. Thomason's paperwork Indicated that ha needed access to the 
Old Executive Office Building, the White House Mesa, the second 
floor of the East Wing, the Roosevelt Room, and Raha Emanuel's 
(Inaugural Director's) office. 

On May 19, 1993, Brian Foucart called Mr. Livingstone about 
changing the locks for the travel office. Mr. Livingstone gave 
Mr. Foucart the telephone number for the Secret Service's 
Technical Security Division, which handles locks In the White 
House complex. 

On May 19, tl.e travel office employees were given an opportunity 
to gather their personal possessions. Mr. Livingstone was In the 
travel office on Hay 19 for a couple of hours around mid-day to 
early afternoon to make sure that no one took anything official 
out. Mr. LlN’lngstone called Terry Goode, the head of records 
management lii the White House, to help determine what Items were 
official. Mr. Livingstone said that he kept some of the things 
that the employees wanted to take, but does not remember what 
they were or who was Involved other than a couple of employees 
wanted to tal;e their timesheets and documents showing their 
relmbursemen ;s on foreign trips. The employees signed some forms 
showing that the White House was retaining some Items that they 
wanted to keap. 
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The employees' removal was not done in a way to show that they 
were being fired. They were not escorted out with uniformed 
officers. Mr. Livingstone does not know if the employees were 
walked out of the complex. Mr. Livingstone tried to be courteous 
to them. 

Mr. Watkins asked Mr. Livingstone to put the employees on 
"restricted access" to the building, which gave them clearance to 
certain offices in the building by having the guard call Hr. 
Livingstone, for Instance, to go to an office to obtain 
retirement pa]>ers. Mr. Livingstone does not know how long this 
access was in effect. 

When occupants of White House offices leave, locks are routinely 
changed. 

Mr. Llvlngstor.e opened the travel office file room for the FBI. 

Mr. Livingstore, Mr. Foucart, and the Secret Service had keys to 
the file room. Ms. Cornelius did not. Mr. Livingstone may have 
opened the file room for the former travel office employees to 
remove personi 1 effects, such as a baseball glove. Hr. 

Livingstone dees not remember opening the file room for Ms. 
Cornelius, World Wide Travel, or Penny Sample. 

American Airlines called Hr. Livingstone's office one day to ask 
how the get things out of the Old Executive Office Building. He 
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referred the airline to the Secret Service and GSA. Mr. 
Livingstone remembers some equipment was taped and sealed in the 
travel office for some time. Hr. Livingstone's office Is two 
doors down from the travel office. 
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eONPlOlNTIAL. 


WHITE HOUSE FRESS CHAHTEM 


THE PROPOSAL 

Dm Dm Mytn stHM le both Many Thomuon (pmonany) and OamaB Manana (by 
pnana) that ma WMia Houaa waa na( Had 10 any partioiiar cnanar oparator and mat basad 
on mat aaaunpiion ana taw no raaaon wlqr Thomaten. Richland A Manant. Ine. (TRM) 
mould not bo abia to ootnpoia lormo Whaa Houm Pimb Coipa cnanar busnen. 

Dm OMMyors was Und enough 10 plaeoOainal Manana olTRM in eonuawmBaiy R 
Data. Oireoar ol tha WMio Houaa Tra«al Sonneat Dapanmoia. 

THEPHONECAa 

Mr. Dale Mormad Mr. Martona that man was no po aaM o eofflbtnatlon e( priea/tafyica 
under which TRM could earn the Whba Houaa buainota and to not waste hit time 
dacutaing the matter. — — — — — 

Note that TRM was not Mormad that I «wuld bo *dBneiir or that thoro was only a *tBffl* 
chance ol aamino the butinats...bul that matt was *no ehanca* el earning the butineu. 

Oaia Mormad TRM that tnaro was no prioo poM that ha eould not got (but tpecifleaiy 
daciinod to diseiota at what pnea he obiainB abeiatO or an oparaMT mat ho has not already 
eortactod. Thareioit. what could TRM do mat ha could not? 

CeitaMy a lair qutsiion (howtvtr. Data oAarvd 0ia duMden itmtorcaty -not in an ntfo/t 
toiHsansttmmaatr). 

Martens Mormad Oaia that TRM ouretasos a hiot wr uahmw at ehanw twuw than 
im White House docs and that tna buying power eouid bt cempined wim me White 
House busmass lo lewar the cost Iroin particular vendors to the Press Corps. Purther. 
Martens Mormad Dale mat TRM is aware of at least one cnarator that has aircralt bated si 
Wiishingion. has aircraR superwr to those currently besig used and could bo obtasiod at 
a r ite comparable ana proubiy lower than tha cunsniy being paid by me Press Coips- 

Mi rtens agaf' "‘'•d Dale mat based on the above dasenbed nnssibimv el a prica/sarvicc 
CO nbinaten that is superior to ina current operation, wouldn't just a simple moetSig be Si 
on tar? 

A( aitt. Dale Memied Manons that trwre was no possAiiity or gaSiSig the WNto House 
business. *l have been here 31 years and no one has teen IR to replace ma with a 
eo-simerciai oparaiwn jret. So unti they do. I wfl corainue ‘o handle this wihout your help. 
Hi'wever. I you are ever «i Washingian. I would be happy to meet you but do not bother 
m Iking a specai vsit because you wd not got the busSiess.' 

M mans ended the conversation by 'accepting* Dale's ofler tor a meatSig at a lubira data. 
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WHIT* HOUSE MESS CORPS REPORT PACE 3 


RESEARCH MPORMATION 

TRM has Waintd mat. oontraiy to Ota Oaa Myan undantanding, tha WMa Housa Prtss 
Cotpi has baan flown on a viruiaBy axdusiva basia by Pan Am and than ‘Son of Pan Am' 
known as Airlino of tha Amaneas (AOA) • a ehanar oparaiion mada up of ax-Pan Am 
eitcutivas using ax-Pan Am aucmll. (AOA is new aise doing business under tnc name of 
UlraAir.) 

In the brief period between Pan Am's bankntptty and Alrlina of tha Americas canification. 
me tint haa of 1992. other operators ware used. 

Also, the White House uses American Trans Air tor Mamational pran travel ATA has 
long'iange aiicrait that AOA does not operate. 

Airline of the Americas is a RapubTcan-oparatad ehanar aMna. Tha company ran into 
controversy during me presidential earripaign whan K providad press transponation 
without chargebacks to me press in order to insure good press coverage of Bush 
campaign appearances. 

AOA wanted tha flights to be eonsidarad a contribution but this was daniad by tha 
FEC/OOT subscQucni to a compiamt iniiiatad by David Buibaum of the ClinionrGore 92 
Comrnmae. The uncompensated flights ware discontinuad to the satislaction of the 
concerned government agencies. 

This anivity by AOA does, however, indicate a decidadiy anii^inton philosophy which 
seems, on me surface, to be mconsotent wtth tha current Administration. Puriher. this 
aaMy had to nave been operated wen the fuB knowtecge and cooperation of the Whse 
House Travel Services Oepanmere since aS llighis deaB wen following President Bush. 

This could also explain, what TRM considers to be. the almost vioiant reaction by the 
While House Travel Services Oepanment regarding me possibility of someone else 
coming in to operate me wruie House Press Charters. This begins to tan loosely under 
me heading of. *MeminKs mou dost protest too much.’ 

Likewise. American Trans Air had been contacted by DameU Manens of TRM 
representing me Cimton For Presdeni Comrrtaee (CFPC) m April and May ot last year. 
They informed Manens point blank mat they had a iim.iea relationship with the Whits 
House and iriat limited business with Bush was better ‘nan no business with Clinton. 
ATA dd provde a bd tor me business but the written cor-act rales and terms were tar vt 
excess of those discussed wim Manens m person-ptaong ata out of the market. 

Once again, a company when made as choice and has represented that B did net suppon 
the Clinton presiocnnai mineiive continues to benefit from es speoal reiationshp xmtn BIDy 
R. Dale and trie wnne House Travel Services Department. 
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WHITE HOUSE mess CORPS REPORT 


PACE 3 


THE RESULT 

OMDMl*«Mens. TtwWhBtHouMiitMiRlohmopwaionlefWMStfliialyflointnc 
and ent asMntially imamaiiena 0 ..xpafilort who dU owwylhino posaitMa (and than 
loma) Id 0 dl Prtsidtni Such rfoiteidd appataiMIr wth M <uB knowitdde and 
caoptmion of Vw Whua Houtt Travti Sdfvien Oopw w iont (« laa» ttta aanior memoart 
who warn prtsant throughout tha Bush AdmMstmioflt. 

Using two optmiort tatitf^sdusivoljr la nol RogaL k ptobaWy Iwn unothicai. Bmsis 
ssnply net possUt that ona domesic optraier which eptraias only two airptanes (a 727 
in St. Lniis and a 727 m Now York), hu axachy mo ^ ol ahcnS naodod for tha lowest 

possUa pnos lor vittusBy ovary dofflosUe IBgiv. 

What signTcaneo. B any. can ba aitrmuiad to the coineidanc a that essontiaBy the umo 
individuab at both Tha White House and at Pan And AOA have boon hvtdBng tha press 
chanar businass tor a protraaad period d hnnoT Is I a maaar of |usi being easier to eas 
ona operator? It so. man the Travel Sarvieos Oepartmen fe not doing Hs job. It as 
something alsa. then wfiat? 

Further, why wouldni tha White House Travel Sondeos Oepafimani bo sensitive to the 
eistenea ol many operators who have invested haaviy in thair businesses and are smaB 
businesses by most delinsens? isni it raasonablo la assume that other operators could 
provide the level ot service required by the WNie House? 


With 20 years oiexperienceinairchartorandbeingtheloniier'piesidanr of Air Elvis. I 
can state wShout equivocation that the operators and aircratt are out there and they are 


capable and deserving oi some oi the business. Why cam they compete lor the 
business? 


SUMMARY 


• No oompeiiiivc servee/pree bdding lor White House Press Corps (WHPC) charters. 
Current operator nas only two aircratt • one m St. Louis, one in Now Yorti • none in 
Wasrwngton. 

Current operator anempted to providt tree trantponaton to press covenng Bush 
campaign appearances 

Current Director ol wruit House Travel Servicis Depanmeni (WHTSO) must have 
been aware ol trie above aborted attempt to provide ‘rce transportation and took no 
suOsequent aaon (Oireaor agrees on pree and s gns the checks - no prict. no 
entefcs). 

• WHTSO reluses to discuss business opoonunitie s.wiin lecitimata ehaiterapefetore , 

• WHTSO has tied iiseii to a specific domestic operator wdnout the knowitdgo or 
approval of Adminisirat«n otiicais (mciudir^ Dee Dee Myers). 

• WHTSO clamw mai price is ol iniie si g nitic ance since press pays - but govtmmtni 
personnel do ny on aircran anc govemmant'dobs pay uamg GTR'a. 
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INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE 
ON AVIATION POLICY 

"I do find it surprising that a person who was as 
instrumental as I was in the Clinton campaign 
cannot pick up a phone in the White House and ask 
for information for people. . . 

Harry Thomason, Washington Post , . May 
27, 1993 

"TRM should solicit a consulting project from the White House of the 
following description: "Review all non-miliary government aircraft to 
determine financial and operational appropriateness....This inventory 
MUST be administered by someone who knows aircraft as well as 

operational and capital budgets We've demonstrated our capabilities 

to the President by coordinating all aircraft activities for The Clinton 
For President Committee, The Clinton/Gore '92 Committee and the 
Ciinton/Core Transition Team....Harry, I can state without qualification 
that TRM is uniquely qualified to conduct this study ..Put me in front of 
the right person at the White House and I will prove the value of both 
the project and Thomason's capabilities." 

2/11/93 memo from Darnell Martens to Harry Thomason 
regarding a project that Harry Thomason had spoken to the 
President about 

"Based on your discussion with President Clinton of my 2/11/93 memo, 
I began the process of obtaining specific information regarding the 
scope of work and potential savings involved in performing an audit of 
all non-military Federal aircraft. We have already requested and 
received some information from the OMB regarding these aircraft...We 
know that a review of these aircraft are warranted...the President 
believes in it, we believe in it and now we have confirmation that those 
responsible for these operations within the General Services 
Administration believe in it.„TRM is uniquely situated to perform this 
review and complete it in a meaningful time frante." 
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mefiH) from Dameii Martens to Harry Tliomason discussing 
the project starting on May 3, 1993 

Re: "our 4/7/93 meeting at your office"... "as you know, I have already 
met with and obtained t^ cooperation of Lawrence B. Godwin, 
Executive Officer, Irrteragency Committee on Aviation Policy, General 
Service Administration... 

"The Office id the President needs to: 

A) Issue an Executive Order enr^mwering ICAP to perform the audit. 
This Executive Order is simply providing the authority to carry out the 
mandate ICAP has already received from the OM8 (Circular A>126). 
ICAP will require an ackfitional manpower allocation and a reasonable 
travel budget for the audit. 

B) Enter into a consulting agreement witii TRM, incorporated to 1: act 
as a liaison between ICAP and The White Ifouse, 2) develop the audit 
methodology with ICAP, and 3) develop the final recommendations to 
the President based on the obtained information. 

In discussing this with Harry Thomason after our meeting, he noted the 
same synergistic opportunities we discussed. Such as, regenerating 
single-engine aircraft production in America and, with an accurate 
operational and financial baseline, we have the opportunity to create 
a system of true interagency use of our aircraft assets." 

April 12, 1993 memo from Darnell Martens to Bruce 
Lindsey 

"A GSA guy called Darnell Martens and invited Damelf Aiartens to talk 
with GSA... Harry Thomason discussed idea with Bruce...GSA called 
Darnell....unconnected to Harry Thomason or White House...Harry 
Thomason conversation with B" 

White House Management Review notes of interview with 
Harry Thomason, May 27, 1993 
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uOPOhOj 



the white house 

WASHINGTON 


DATE: 


Vi 7 


NOrefOR: 

The PraWent hit »* 

lof your. 

WonnAtioo 
Act>oo 



ThwxK you 


JOHW 0. PODESTA 
Assiiunl to !h« Pretident 


w^dSttifSeartiry 

(*7702) 


liiiiiniiimii 

CGE 002296 
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TOi KAMY inomscM PRESIDENT HAS SEEN 

Qiairmui, tfh, 2nc. 

ntON: OMUBCU. MARTENS 

ProldAOC. TOM« Znc. 

ui MHm HOO0E imnomRY or toe fzobul airoupt fucet 

DATCt 2/11/93 


Qd 1/29/93, Z teat yt3u sod Dts Ost Hysro « acbc Ia which 1 cuced that, 
b«B«d on the AdaloietretlOD*s directive to conelder cutbecXe wherever 
feeelble, mt should solicit s coosulhing project fron the white Houee 
of the followlag descripcloci: 

"Review ell noo'Allitsry govemoent eirersft to detemlne ilnenclal and 
operational appropriateness.* 

Yesterday aomiao on aiR*Live, tlie Freeidcot stated in a cabinet meetix^ 
that hia staff has iafortied his that there are savings to be had in a 
revlM of all goveraseot aircraft and that an inventory of those 
aircraft will be made. 


Thla Inventory MOST by adainistersd by soneoos who fcncMS aircraft as 
well ae operational and capital budgets.! propose a plane^^'plane 
iavsntory of the 1,174 aircraft in tha Federal fleet, we would, with 
cooperatioo by the A CMS, list each alrcraft'si agency ueer, 
purpose, current value, opershing budget, aissioo apprc^rlateness, 
utilisation, alternative aircrafo (if any)« Operating budget effects (of 
changes, if any) and sdscellaneous oossMmts. 

FCMO^RT Of r»Z FEDERAL AlRCRAfT riEST 


l^rge Cocm>erclal Jets 2( 
Large Business Jets 22 
HediuB Business Jets 41 
Boull Business Jets 150 
Turboprop 6d0 
PletoQ-Hjltienglne 190 
Pleton'Blogle engine 40€ 
Helicopters 393 
Hi 1 itaiy • type Jets 

TOTAL 1874 


Me’ve deiTonat rated our capabilities to the Freeldmt by coordinating all 
aircraft activities for The Clinton For President Comlttee, The 
Cllnton/Oore *92 Convr.lttee and the Cllnton/Oors Transition Tesit. Now we 
have an opportunity to male a erubstantive cootrlbutioo to the deficit 
reduction plana. We car. deliver a practical, useful tool to both reduce 
costs and isprovf airciaft utilixation. 


Marry, I can state, without Quallf icatioo, that iTtN la unlouely 
juslifled to conduct this study. This Is ths project for which I have 
trained for J9 years I know the aircraft-’I uiaderstand ths budgets. 
Put Be In front of the right person at the White House and 1 will prove 
:he value of both the project and Thosiaeon's capabilltiee. 


CGE 002297 
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COHrieCHTIAL 


TO: 

HARRY THOKASO?: ^ 

ChainUan, TRK. !r.r. 

- ■ - 

FROM: 

DARNEUa HARTEiWS 

President, 7RK. Inc. 


R£: 

WHITT HOUSE IKVEIJTORY OF TWE 

FXDStAL AIRCRAT? FLEET 

DATE : 

2/11/93 



On 1/29/93, I lent you and Oae-Dee Hyers a ncno in which 1 seated that, 
based on the Adninistrac ion ' ■ directive to consider cutbacks wherever 
feasible. TRM should solicit a ccnsultlne project tron the White House 
of the following description: 

■Heview all non-eilitary government aircraft to determine financial and 
operational appropriateness.* 

Yesterday morning on ODi-Live. the President stated in a cabinet meeting 
that hit staff hat informed him that there are savings to be had in a 
review of all government aircraft and that an inventory of those 
aircraft will be made. 

This inventory MUST by administered by someone who knows aircraft as 
well as operational and capital budgets. 1 propose a plane-byplane 
inventory of the 1.874 aircraft in the Federal fleet. We would, with 
cooperation by the GAO a a*, list each aircraft's; agency user, 
purpose, current value, operating budget, mission appropriateness, 
utilitation. alternative aircraft (if any), operating budget effects lof 
changes, if any) and miscellaneous comments. 


SUWARY or THE FEDERAL AIRCRATT 

FLEET 

Large Cormercial Jete 

26 

Large Business Jets 

22 

Hediujr Business Jets 

41 

Small Business Jets 

ISO 

Turboprop 

600 

Piston -MU 1 c 1 engine 

J9D 

Piston-Single engine 

406 

Helicopters 

3B3 

Hi 1 i tary • t ype Jets 


TOTAL 

1674 


We’ve demor.otrated our capabilities to the President by coordinating all 
aircraft activities for The Clinton For President Conmittee The 
Clinton/Core '92 Committee and the Clinton/Oore Transition Team. Now we 
have an opportunity to make a substantive contribution to the deficit 
reduction plans, we can deliver a practical, useful tool to both reduce 
costs and improve aircraft utilitation. 

Harry, 1 can state, without qualification, that TRM is uniquely 
qualified to conduct this study. This is the project for which 1 have 
trained for i9 years. 1 know the aircraft--! understand the budgets 
Put me in front of the right person at the Wiite House and 1 will prove 
Che value of both the project and *nioma8on's capabilities. 

■umiHPii 
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COHriOENTlAL 

TRM.»NCORr»ORATED 

513-871-5410 

intercompany memorandum 

TO: HArry Thomason, Chainun 

FROM Darnell Kartena. President 

RE: Federal Aircraft Hana 9 ement Information System (FamiS) 

DATE: 3/12/93 


Based on your discussion with President Clinton of my 2/11/93 memo, 1 
began the process of obtaining specific infonnation regarding the scope 
of work and potential savings involved in performing an audit of all 
non*military Federal aircraft. 

SCOPE or WORK: 

(A) The scope of work involves the plane-by-plane review of 1,6'7< 
aircraft. Me have already requested and received some information from 
Che 0MB regarding these aircraft. 

The information currently available is not representative of the true 
cost of operation. Existing definitions of "operating costs" varies 
Widely and is not consistent among the various agencies. Much of the 
costs are hidden ir tne general overhead budgets. 

To develop true operating buogets, perform an audit of how the aircraft 
are used and to evaluate alternative aircraft and/or operational 
r ecor.Tiendat ions would require one year. 

(E) After hearing f rcr' the Interagency Corrrnittee for Aviation Policy, 
It vicld appear that a Icllo^-on project of developing and : ro 1 emer.t i no 
a nar.aoenvtnt infor^aticr syfe.* that continues tc adequately n.rMtc: a-.c 
oocu“€nt the aircratt usage is needed. This, too, jvc-mv 
app r c in.a t e 1 y one year tc deve<op and implement. 

POTENTIAI. savings Potential savings had been earlier crtirr-atcc I'y 
me at 5100 millior yea: c->e wj-h minimum annual operaiirc buogci sa‘..nc' 
of S^C million per yvar ifcieafter. I now relieve tl..5 tc be very 
cor. « r -. a 1 1 ve . 

A discussion wjir .a-n-nce B. Godwin, Ti-ec ct i •. o CfriTe; rf ih-- 
Interagency Conerit^ee fo: Aviation Policy UCAP) at the General Service:; 
Admi r. 1 3 1 r a t i on xevcalec that the government cid not even acet-nt 
separately lor the Cucqets relating to personnel transpert or. non- 
niJ.cary aircraft ur*. ,i four years ago. 3n :;:5 op>r.:cr.. the stated 
o|x.rft'.irg costs cc nc. vver c^csely indicate tht- true cest?. 
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HAany THOJiASori 




He offered thet the published costa inay be low by as much «s g 

Since tbe 1991 published costs were $1 , 0 1*7, 1 1 6« 3 69« this 
indicates a potential variance of S9 billion. 

Hy research bears out this supposition. Tor cxan^le, the Dept, of 
A 9 riculture aircraft operating coats equal only $3€S per hour, the Dept, 
of Interior just S220 per hour and the Dept, of Justice at 5861 per 
hour. These figures simply are not reasonable. They are too lov 
considering the type aircraft operated. Therefore, there must be costs 
which are not disclosed. Hy analysis and XCXP*s statements both 
indicate gross understatements of aircraft coats. 

I now believe that 7RH can identify savings to the government of several 
hundred million dollars. A vcr* conservative estimate would be $300 
million initially and $130 million per year thereafter. Additionally, a 
significant percentage of the aircraft operatiohs budget would be 
shifted to private enterprise (charter) thereby improving the general 
economy . 

SUKHAAT We Know that a review of these aircraft are warranted. . .the 
Presioent believes in it. we believe in it and now we have confirmation 
that those responsible for these operations within the General Services 
Administration believe in it. Additionally, the budget savings have 
crewr. :c be statistically significant. 

IS jp.iquciy s.t-a;ed to perform this review and complete it in a 
T..?ar.;nc! ul time fia-A 


liiiinniniii 
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FAKIS SCOPE OF WORK 


Sta-Tt rnmnl«if #T ioP 
May 03 Kay 26 


May 31 Jun 18 


Jun 

28 

Sep 

2< 

Sep 

30 



Sep 

2'i 

Dec 

31 

Jan 

07 

'9-: 


Jar, 

03 

Ha r 


Apr 

OJ 



Ma ; 

2i 

Ap: 



May 02 'o< 


Taak 

Develop specific definition cf 
operating budget and aircraft 
utilisation paraineters. Audit 
packages developed for 
is^leinentation by GAO. Specify trm 
conputer software and hardware 
configuration for the FAMIS 
database. 


Meet with and train GAO audit 
personnel regarding FAMIS audit 
package and related information. 

Group I Agencies: audit packages 
solicited, returned and analyzed. 

Group I Report to C^^ecutive Branch 

Group 11 Agencies: audit packages 
solicited, returned and analyzed. 

Group J2 Report to Executive B^^nch 

Group 121 Agencies; audit packages 
solicited, returned and analyzed. 

Group 32 J Report to Executive BzAr.ch 

Group 1 thru 111 Agencies: all audit 
packages analyzed relative ic 
interagency considerations ar.c fir.bl 
report prepared. 


roll report 
Branch . 


deJiv’ered to Executive 
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TKH. INCORPORATED 

Ll3-e71“S<lC 
FAX: Sia-R*) 


TO: BRUCE LJNDSEY 

FROK: DARNELL MARTENS 

RE: REVIEW or NON«MILITARY FEDERAL AIRCRAFT FLEET 

DATE: 5/6/93 



Attached is: 

]) A memo to Harry Thomason which was presented to and 
discussed with the President in siid^February . The President 
indicated to Harry that this was a project he was interested in 
considering . 

2) .A followup memo to Harry's meeting with the President 
which outlines the proposal in greater detail adding the 
cooperation of the GSA's Interagency Connittee for Aviation 
Policy (Lawrence Godwin^ Executive Officer) . 

3] A Scope of Work summary indicating a one year time frame 
for the completion of the audit and recoenendation phase of the 
report. 

Interim reports could be issued in order to accelerate the 
implementation of cost savings. 


Subject to your review of this preliminary information, TRM is 
prepared to assemble and provide any additional information you 
may require to fully consider this project. 


Likewise, TRM formally requests the opportunity to generate 
this report for the Administration. We have consistently 
demonstrated both our capabilities and loyalty to the 
Administration throughout the past 18 months. Further, we are 
uni<Tuely to provide a report which can be implemented 
and will result jn lower government costs. 
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TRM, INCOKHOKA I'EU 

HARRY THOMASON & ASSOCIATES, INCORPORATED 


ASKAOtPOATROAO 
CINCINNATI, OHIO AS22C 

telefax nuMer 5n-ni.s76i 


TO f^rucg, Ui.^S.«»UI DATE J£. 

mE^HOKE NUMBER ! 

PAX NUaER: fgPg * ‘MSCa - 

COMPANY : -tiL LOW.Vt 

CITY A S7^TE: 


NUMBER OK KACii ISCLUDJNO COYEH SKcET:, 


2- 


FROM: DARNELL H. Martens, PRS5(Z>CNT 

TELEPHONE NUMBER MT 8TJ-54I0 


RESIARKS 

n<b — 


— -^•'1 - 

_ai — 

A ff\ 

0. w'l W. .A 

V 6 \ 

-'|fi 



v... 


V • 

A, 

Six - ^0^ - 1*00 f 3t, 




^ 


• T»Ar<^ iM 
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ClKiilSKhJi : 


T R N, 


2 


C *' 

XCORRORAIKD 

MtMORKKDVM 


TAX 


LOS AK3£;.£S. 


6is-j06-;e:: 

fAJC f06-i«;‘ 


T9: BROCK LZHOtBT 

asst, t*: tm» i»»£s;9tNr, sr. advisor 

THC mi7C Mouse 

FROM: PXRKKLL KARTIHS 

PReSlueKT, 7fUl, IN'C. 

RL: rAAlS >reC«rBl Kiztftt MBr« 9 c.‘Mnt infcrratlcr. Sy»Lsn«.< Rcpc 

DATS; 1/12/93 



Baaed or. our 4/Y/V3 '40tin9 ai yeur office, : art re zsnrA r.din^ : 

Office cf the PreaiOer.t fr.itloLe en operational a.'d financial twii-. 

all nnn^eilitary Tndera) alrctafr.. 

7/>e apecifie purpose cf th« aalit wl»3 De to: 1 ) Qenerate a cs.naisti 
accduntin 9 rvothodclo 9 y for Federal aircraft and perfor* an a^dit ua 
that method, and 2 ) 9 enexete a report for the Prealdent, 09109 
lnf 9 r.e>atior cbtiined^ t.*iat vill list apecifie recormendatlona regard 
aircraft ce^ireme.nta and lr.teca 9 ency utilixation. 

Aa you kno«f 1 have already ret with eno ootaineo trte cooperation 
Lawre:ice a. Ood«in, Saeective Officer, mte^ager.cy Ccmr.utee 
Aviation Policy, Oenerel Bervtcoa Adir.iitlaitatlor. (thi.M of ICAP aa 
U.S. Ooverr^ent ' a flight departr^nci* 

T>-« nf.'ir# o* araa<d*nt r.aode to* 


Ai /aa.e an c>’a:utive Order er.poworing 3CA.» *.o peciorr t.*.e a-. 
T.Ma Cnecutive Order ia airply provS<lin 9 the ajt'icrliy tc carry o.t 
randaie KA? haa already received from the Zr.l .Crrcular A-i:?.. 

• ill rog.l.e 0- additional r.anpo^er allocation and a reaacr.aole tr 
budget (cx cne audit. 

B' tntex into a c;nagKln 9 e 5 r©-ir.ent ulth TW*., Interpolated tc; 1) 
aa a iJaraon bei%?en JCAf aoo The whJta reuse, f) ceveloo t.ne r 
n'ttnoroJegy vltr. JCAf, and develop t.he fin,; 1 atoivT^n Ja 1 1 .n j *.( 
President baaeo or tna oLtainad inforrr.ation. 

: 1 ’ii»r<i!sJng ihta u;th Harry T.nor'aaon after cux rcatl.nj. r* -•;te 
aai"* a/nergisti' of port wt i t jea ue dl»cu>sed S.ch aa, :e7tr.e: 
sinj - en; . ne aiTciaft prcductlon Ir. Artrica nr.d, an acc 

operation®: «nc financial baseline, we ?.a%e the cpuortjnJty :c ere 
jf •. r«e 1 nt * : egvr.cy use of our aircraft eaaati 

T'lj f:=;.ci sol;:;/ unJoi m, hteOlTg or re-;r.v« 

gi/vt,: -.-ont 


:e f s » j r j s« 
w r . 3 . 111 . 1 

S; 8 poa^’ 


.-e/t step ictrer tr.a.n tetter;; up a r«»etar.7 

i*e In Lc5 .A.nj-siea a/13 threegr. a'2i j* , 
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C1MC2MNXT3 r 



TllM, l«COlCf©^XT«D 

HAJUtr TUOKASOM « ABSOCXATtS 
MBMOKAJfOUM 

S13-«'rX-S410 
FAX a^l-STBl 


-Vr// / 



TO: OtS 

FROK: OJJUtBlili MJLKTKMf 

rUSIDCNTi TM. XHC. 

KZ; rederal Aizer*ti >una9aiaent lntor:>ai.lor> Systcr. HC?ORT 

DATE: 4/2</t3 


Hta K.r . Llnd»«y had an opportunity to follow up or. cui noacinQ 
of 4/X/51 and ny faxed aano of 4/12/S3 lejardlr.g ths redcral 
Alici-aft Aeport (copy attached)! 

Harry Thomaeon will ba at Tha tthlta Houaa or. Friday and Saturday 
or tr.ia waaa . xwulU Ma . Lli«Uaay wa««t to actudulc a lollow-wp 
renting at that time? 

: am ill Cir.c.nnatl thia aaak (phona nusaare tpovel. rieaae 
advlra at yawi ranvanianca . Thanir you* 
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THU, 

KKWOIUIKDVM 

CIK-riNNATI: 513*»n-5«10 '-OS AHGtteS : «ie-SCf-5to: 

TAJ! f>l-57tl Ifii-Mf:: 

TO • Mue* x.ii*ns*r 

MSI. 10 I*lt rUSlDtHT, Sh. AOVISOR 

m WHITE HOUSE 

rnOM: OMUIBLt M&KTBMf 

PHEEIOEKT) THM, IHC. 

HE: PAMIS (reoarnl Mreratt lHin*9«Mnt inEoriMVlon Sysian) HttvRt 


BMOO on our 4/T/S3 motlnQ ot your oEficCt 1 •* rocem«*ndinf that the 
orcSe* o( tiw rrw«*4*<><. tnir.lar.n at. nparational and Clr.aneial audit of 
all non-ndlltary radaral aircraft. 

7li« |»tpoaa of the audit will ba to; 1) oenerata a conaiatant 
auuuuiitiii9 MLhOvlology for Fodtcal aircraft and perfem an audit uainc 
that nathod, and 2) ^enaratw a ta|>oit for tha Freaidant> using thi 
information obtained, chat will Hat apeclflc rwuomaendationa tegaidim 
aliCiaft requiia-nenta and ioteragrency utlliratiOn. 

Ha you anoWf i iiava airoady act with and estainad tho ceoparation o 
tavraiiuo t. God«in, Ckacutiva Offieai, Intarager.cy Committee o 
Aviation halley. C«n«ral Carvieoa HAtlnletratioa Ithlnli of XCM aa th 
U.S. Govaunmont 'a flight departmont) . 

The Cfilea of the rrasidant naeda to: 

A) laaue an Eiecutivc Order waipoowtir.g IGAr to ptrluin the audit 
inia executive OtOex la aimply providing the authority to carry out tr 
mandett ICAP haa already received from tlie OtW (Circular A*}2C) . ICi 
vill raguxra an additional manpower allocation and a reaaonahla ttavi 
budget £ei the audit. 

o: enter Into a conaultinu agroomotit vitl. enm, Xituwxpvtotcd tu: i] • 
aa a ixaxtor. oeivean ICAP and The thlte House. 2) develop t.ne eud 
rcthodology vith fCAT. and 31 dovwiop tho ftnai rocoiwnondatlDna to t 
Pzcaldcnt baaed on the obtainod information. 

ir. ciecuaeing thie with Harry Tliomoaun oftwx oui mooting, ho noted ; 
sane aviejoiaixc oooo rt unit iea we diacuBacd. Such aa. regencrat: 
a r rg le -ongi no artcraft production in Ar.erica and. with an Bcctr< 
opetatxonai and financial baaolino. wo have th? opportunity to Croat 
eyatetr of true intci agency use of our aircraft aaaete. 

This pioyect folia solidly under tho heading of ro*tnvont 
governnent . 

Please odvise ooi (.eat step (other than setting up a aieetlng with Re 
Jehnoon) . 3 vlil Oc In Leo n«.gciwa a/is L!.a..u^l. a/ai. t a., at ; 
ctsposa I . 
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TKH, IMCOItrOlkl^VCB 

S13-S11-S<J0 
FAX: 513-t7 1-S7S1 


TC. 


FSOM: 

R£: 

liATC: 



BRUCE LZKDSKY 
PARNEli MAR7CMS 
FESERAL AVIATION MANAUCtUJt'l AUUIT 


(k •iiomuiry nf Lh* ptop^scd Audit And reDott with asna 
ACdltiriAi Thla intonracion (snexAtcd ir co.tcsrt 

with ICAP Of th« CSA. 

liKawist, u* now hav« th« auppcrt of too FAX rlighi Sitndtidt 
Offset wMcn nas Aczious concatni regaiding tho cpcrational 
safety of "puJoIic aircraft* <nor.*iaiiitary Fadacal aircraft) . 

1 have completed aoiM roaeaceh which indicates an aiantinjly 

hi«4kC*As^ c*£ tK* f^»RF*rFwn*r.t 

in sorM C4t«f «f< 3 ^o 4 tli^od higher then the 

civil aviation fleet retea 


npA<’«' Inna: ai<iM uf the (/rop;>eed e'eidit weuld identify th^ee 
ereee ir. rhich aefety eojld l>e in^xoved. 


3 vojIC erectly Appreciate the epportwhity to get t^9ether with 
you end huv«r dohneuo to determine If he i» in egreenent. If 
90a v« toold act e ti.'neteble fot the pro;)eet'9 initiation. 

P.i“a^e tavise. Ihonto* 



— j.- — mm ni* Wf Ml 
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FF.ur.KAL aviation management audit 


PURTOSE 

Tnc inieiu of Uut oudii i] lo icnrrue I repon wltieb will; 

1; fomuliie I coiuUien Kcoununj neibadolaty (C|>ciaiiond uid AdaucIiI) (or rcdatl uruaf;, 

Ij pcrlann an audii lolnf ibal mathodelogTiM^ 

3.i {cneraie a icpon for tne fruiaeai, uiai m uiluramltai ubuincd. thai witi uit ifmiric 
iceomnEndauou ic(paOin( ainaili nquiiamcmi mi Meatcncj uiiliiaiion. 

METHODOLOGY 

TIm &aaeaD*s Branck would enpowar IXM. iauaiprvatad lu weal ia cenran wifh iKr. Imm^rnr; 
Conmuiae Pot Aviaito« PQliey 0CAf) of tie C«i^ SerHeea AtmlnsBaiion (GS A) lo getttitx 
i«F Trpon Thrv. iwn nniiitei. TKAf eed ICAP. hivt aucafcad loccdta lu male iki: proiwtal lo 
Tlie While Houie and each hat ipectnc and i]raca|iaik; ua(»bUiiiet lo Intuit iIk qaalny and 
compltiion of the audit and repon. 

TKM and ICA? would dexolop ihe audli and a c cewu i i^ mcihiahikniy lur tlir iio»-A>iliitiy PedertI 
luruafi (laet Tliii proccu would require tb (6) araeka. 

ICAP UTMIC adminlnoi Ihu auiaal aialii fwaliuB iuio| indialdualt aUocaird lo ICAP Itom ut)<:i 
ijeoclei and one (rom privac itiduiirT' A five-wembci aadh team u envihoMid reqiHnnj; 

Team Connijaatar Sooee-GSAflCAP 

Or|wiuai. cuprAiM/ai aaU a4«UAl/Jrrr<ArP>alrraf4kaan'on Amdfi 

rmnwial Coniiili«"i' Snoioa-THM 

Arvirwi and ana/ftt3 a^rn^y fintinclal nraieTiOMeliahnf airrri;^ ocqitisttien rcplactfr^n: und 
dtmoiol 

• and Ai:cDunuiig Aulyli. Source CSA or OMD 

Arvirn j und onaJjteJ a^rnc/ mionna epcratiptxat FtiOfet oad occounria^ doio 

■ I iincipic Opcieooni Ins7>«ur Soorcc-rAA 

Prvtrwi end analjui afvtry pperatonj manudfj and j^sicim 

PiuKipIc Mumunancr Inipoesv Sowee-rAA 

j and mfptv) nna.nirwa w ca maniinli wnd ryflrw%s 


Then aic picsniljr 66 telecird ajdii Biei (17 in WaiUrtaion, 46 in thr Coniirmal US and 3 
ouiiidr Uie Conuneniai USj. The audit will require u ecUnaied 156 audit da;>. ThL punwn uf 
tv lepoii « ill icquife tiaki (h) mcr.ihi lo eomfritie. 

Lavly TRM wj; {cncra'c lu venion of Ihe repon lo me l6c>ioeiii I0(utui( on um uuogiiar) 
roiicdeiaiitiiii 1C AP will peneiiic the repon focutiiia on opereuonil and ulei) niuti. The 
lisuante of Uic nnaJ repon will r.quue ala (6) wccKa. 

Thrrclorc. ihc kemplciiiw Cl all of ific above will require »n eiiimeiad alv^vn (II) montlit. 
Buduciary rewirmcnOauunt vould bc cofflpleiad in ume for incluaion m acai years Frdval 
Budant 


iviiiinn 
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FEDERAL AViAHO.S UANACEHEST AVDTT (€0^**0 wC 2 OF 2 


ANmC3?ATED RESULTS 


SIR) mfltion in one-Ume capittl a/ioiun <itk nod ttW/Wa^barir of 
S 1 50 million in iin>|aing ope^i^ budger ndociieiM. 

Ifflprovod imciifcncy we o/ nifcfid 
Improved ttfeiy. 

SiplQeam toqttUttlMOewB or p«cetw)<tf new equipment (economic emunsu.. 

Retun Amertctn produciion of ctnfte>cnfiec hifh>*rbg eucraft s:^*— irt lon^<irrm 
economic ftinuUu). 

Solve I tigcunctm equipmeot uitU fur FBI, tMtfkk. Jutticc whe hjr? urrmfi uhich nerd 
ttfrfecciecm but no tppTvpnm* Aw ■non med* mpinceme m Mim (Set A.- f .o w ’- i -t kb<K-c\ 
Etublith a completed fnmewort «uh whkii ICAf can couiinut c vide the same 
informioloa gcncraipC by thr audit on* Ww{.wot«i hft«it fnremtinuou.*. ac*v‘T*.=ax rncne;einen\ 
of the PedemJ avUtion eneu. 


AUDIT/REPORT CX)STS 

Overall con are mirumlzed by aliocttlag exatins purMuuei Doiu vaiioua aemcciw u't 7CAP for 
Uc durtuon of the audn. Tbereiore. a sifBlficast purutm of die cotu are ca rersenena) • only 
reallocued tv t chon period. No new permanefli peraonDcl art required ar can* " cu: ihc aodii and 
complcuon of me report 


ICAT, •'hoK cuau cx miaiauacd llirouglt leaiaifnad yoc nn W. cr :rnmi a: 


Public S«cto/ Contnetot (id »iwk<) 
Audit Team Ejpenaea; 

Per Dian^-odjint 
Ca* Rental 
Airfm 


Tcul 

TRM etitmaies lu coiu a: 

Mohodoloo de>«lopmcnL, Data anaiyaia. 

flnat rtpan dcvciupmcm 
Sefl’vam dc ''CJopi'CJii 
AOmiAtti/au'oH Cflppor 
Travel Erpontot 

Total 







sr^c.-o 


Esuinnod Compuic/ Htro*art A Rfleud Software (Apple) s ’vr 

Esiitnejod Total Project COiU S-r>f.rrr 


Given ihr difc.i econymiv. rvium fu* (lie vest bwdgei yxjv and ;vcr> yze 'trrsrzthu, the safety 
tmprovf rncnia *nuv ipeioj wJ Uic eccnoiDit aiunulttS gc;ci*icd b> U>r “v orr^csaea'tor.s pT;«(Jc a 
ic-ujrn on invcsimcni tn r«cc4S of d0(' lo I. 


miBiniiiii 
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TELEPHONE NUMBER-. 


FAX J.-UMSER; 

COMPANY: 

CTTY i state- 

NUMBER OFPAGES INCLUDING COVER SHEET 

FROM DARNELL H. MaRTKKS. PRESIOEJVT 

TELEPHONE NUMBER JIJ-STI-VIO 


remarks 




TE]£J-H0SE NUSIBEJI. 


! Ajc sW£BDl; 

rm t STATE 




V.-MBER DE PAGES ^CLLTJING COSTJ! SHEET , 


s 


1 


ntTSt. DaRSEU. H. MARTE-VS.PR£SIDE^T 

r-_tPHOsT MJV'EEfi. 5:3 8 '!|.mio 
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TRM. IKCOBrOftATKS 
MSMOItAKSCM 

::sz:'r>ik7: b4:: :.:5 v«3E-s: 

‘AX rio 

ro: feROCl Llirsiiy 

AiiT. 7c TMi f?is:Di;r:. s-. acvxscs 

tr.i fcr;::T2 hCLSS 

rr^OH DAIU«z;.L MAAflVS 

r?i£:rL>.7, TP,*t. iwr. 

>£ : FA.»<t 5 irfrjir 4 ; Airfsift K 4 r. 4 . 74 r«r.i Ir./c rr^- icr. 5 )-s‘.er P^r**: 

:AT£t 4'::/53 


essf- 3^ r;;: mcctir.j a\ y^ut cllxce. J *■ tc 

CJfire zi 1^4 rr*«;der.» ini'j^te en cMSi'.icr.A 1 s~ : i c.' 

al) r.:n-r: l: 7 sry TcSeiAl aiicraft. 

7.’,e sp^ciJ-c "jrpiaa oi t.h« wiil b* tc 1) ;»r>ara".* a crrsis:®.-.; 

isci-rljnc for Pecera] aircralt *r.i perfor::. ar. us-r.j 

t.hai ar.o 2\ ^cnera'.c a r«p:rt lot the TreaiCCM, wsan^ tr.* 

L:.ic rruxiCT. ^f.a.-.ao. tmi wiii iiSi apectflc rcccrr^r.da: Icr.j ie?ard:r.; 
a.;z;ifi. f *“..#*■»« *v a ar.j Ir.t tza^er.cy j* xlx ta* ) ct< . 

A> yr . kr.5», I '.a«* ajraady and cdtair.e: vhe ;r cp» ri*. , or. c' 

lav;«r.ca S G5d*>-n. Cuacu’.lva Ollicex, * r.i e ra se r. : y Ccrrr.;tea cr. 
xv;a’.;tf. Pt;,:). ^nera) Sa:v:ct-* Xdr.ir.iaii ai j or it^.:r>k cf ICA.* a» tr.e 
, 5 ' ; v« rr.-a ' •. ■ } aepa : trien: ) . 

7*.e citiz’. f' ’. •»♦ PrtilCert n«eda ic 

X' :tajf a* Croat I7AP te pctfcrv t r« ayOi*. 

Cto«; IS sircf-ly provjcir .5 the aw\r.cr;ty to Carry cat the 
rtr.rj-.e ICV ’ar a.raady xec«.vec frcr tha C?a (C::cvJar A-:rij. ICW 
*f. aoo.ticntl c.ar.po»«r a.locatxrn anr a rcaaor.aoie irav*; 
t.sta*. fi: ’■a a. 2 ;*, 


£r.:«r a cc-suiting adta^nent wiir 7»y., ir.cirporetec ic U act 

I? a llaiJir. b«’,««*ap 3CA? and T.%e *4yiat* Hou»a, 2) dovtiop if.t auflii 
“•‘.hcdslCTy * ; i r. T7AF. ar.a 31 develop tne f;.r.a^ TecoBrnenaaiions ic t.'ie 
PrestOert taaeO or : ht oDtalneC infonr^o jon . 


: -I dljcunin? ir.9 wi'-h Harry Thorr^SDr. after p«» r^ceiir.y, he roted iha 
»a»e 9yner9:s:i: op; sr i un j t jea ve diacussed. Suer a». regenerating 
? > ng 1 e -engmr alrciaSt produclicn Ir. Aiverica ar.o, wiih art accurate 
opcratior.aj and fln«r.cia, baaelme, w« have the cppL-rrunaiy le create a 
sysier of t : ^e inaragcncy u»e of our elcctaft asaeta. 

77.t» pxciecj la:;» tciadly under the ht.a6:r^g of re • 1 nvent ; r.g 
C?vwr:--<r.t 


■r3f* a2v;‘ 


•■•f. step I Kat: aecctr.g \.p. a r.o*;t;“.g •:tr. ^oge; 

!.» 1 - Lay Ar.gcl^a a 13 c.; ; a’ it you; 


Hnimiiii 
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TRK. IKCORrORATC: 
FKX: 5:3-«‘! l-iH: 


TZ: 
FROK . 


:A7I: 



8?,.:E L:K3S£if 
tWWEL'. KXRTtMS 
rCDCRAl AVIATION KANACEMtNT A'.'ZIT 
«/2i/»3 


A-.:«c.‘.c^ is suTTT^ry ol lh« propsaed Audit i.-sd rcprrt »it!i sir* 
Adli'.icr:*; Tr.la irfoiMtlon m** jer.erited ir. cor:ert 

:CA? ef the GSA. 

I:ie*ii9e, we now have the support ol the FAA Fl^^ht dtandards 
ullitc wht;'. has aeiious concerns regarding the cp«;aticr.al 
safety zi ’p^'.Lz aircraft* Inon-itllltary Fcdetal aittialtl. 

; have c:=;leteC soma research which indiCetcs ar. s.aralngly 
•fgh actider*. rate with.ih certaif> agencies el the giverwent * 
;r. s:r» cases a* accident rate 3 to 4 tines higher than the 
t.\.i iviatisr. IJeei rate. 

The tpn.-at.tnai aide of the ptopesed audit wcu.d identify those 
areia w.-.ith safety could Oe lisproved. 

; »;..c crea-.ly appreciate the opportunity to get together with 
jii r-.c tige: Johnson tc oeterevlne if ha is ir, egretnent. If 
Si, •• z:.:z set e tisieiaeie for tne project 'a ir.itiaticn. 
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FrDEB*l. aviation management audit 

• .S-rOSt 

TV in?.".' of ihii ij^ B B ftoene ■ ici'on <k 11 J 

I .‘n.T.uLv t aocoiainf BiuNoaoUicy (afenixnal ci 2 finacruli fcr r.'rtL'.. 

r ;\-rfnrr-, •.i >uj;i iuji{ thit neihodok> 0 . mi 

'> * R)wn (or Ihf PieudSEl, uun| lb< uifonsAUOii obtuncd. U;t: >-ill Im jpckifi. 

•rL.-nci^ii-vu ttfrtin^ auml: requLRinras aru! inm;en;> uuliuiun. 


KFr riK)IX3LOG V 

I ifCuB'C Branch nould empoc TItM. Incotpomod B> Kiri in conccr. ^r'Ji Die Inm^rnr) 
C-^.r.tute For Ai-uuon PoU'y OCAP) of Die Cen^ Semes Aifcr.i.ii59a'jcn iGSA) to tsnmL* 
L": n^ron Thcic Mo enuu:]. THAI and ICAP. hive %'orted lofeihc' to miU: this rropou! ti> 
Tf.r 'A'hiie Nnuic ind each has ipociTic and f)iis{ixuc capahiliues to inrarr Uic goJiiv me 
1 'cr-.pleiion of Die aid report. 

7?..V' aid ICAT atnJd develop the iu6i and accauounf incdiodoloci for Uir non anJior) FeOaa; 
tJir.iA fles TVs procesi a ould requve eu (6) aeeUa 

1C A'’ aojU aSminisie: th: tctLii aodii function uuni mdividiais iBocaiad to ICaP Dun othf 
x;;:.-.:iei md ov from pnvwe cidusu) A fivc» m aBho audi: team ts envisioned regumrif 

Tian Coordinainr Sotrtt-CS.AflCAP 

.oo'di.-j/f 1 arJ jd.Te/iuuTs iv Federal Avtaeon F^aufmerj A«i; 

• Coosulias: Soiroe TBM 

I A\J df rr.' * inaieptes nult^ng a/rre^ cvgaisterr rttx'jcrirv'ni u/vd 

d, IX ' ill 

h^dfr. end Accouioni AraJ^c Sotaoe-CSA vOMB 

Aevir - j ard anoT/ui u^en.i ff>v£v»jr opcreiLcnat bttd^e'- »w' aeet'uniini An i 

• Prin.-;p!f Operanotts Inspeotr Source FAA 

Re Atm j and wej ajrnry oprraaonj ena'%Malj and J^sienu 

Pruir pL- Mirii-unac Lispcrtor Sovor-FAA 

ffrvirwj and analfie^ afevy irvainieianee inxiuiafs and j>.noru 


TV re are pmenily 60 selectee: audii iiat (17 u Washinpoo. 46 in the Conuncr.taJ US and 3 
oj; ide Uie ConttneniaJ USl TV. ludn »nll regooT ac canmaad IS6 audii aa>i Thu poruon of 
Ole icport viB require ciahi (1) fuonSi lo oiinplese. 

La uy. TRM « ill genrriie lu .enion of the repon to Die Presadcni focusing on the budgeury 
ter sidcrauos ICaP «iIi generaie the rtfiort focuung on operauonaJ ana safer) issues. The 
tss once of the final rrpon »iL require lu (€i u'eeEs. 


T7, inform . die c i.iplenor o' all of me shove «ri|| requdc an eninuicd eleven (11) Dinnihs. 
Usjecu;' lo.or.mrndsuori' uould br eor.ipltied m uric Iw ikIuswii in r.rii vejis hciVril 
n.iiaa. 
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ftUEftAL AVIATIOS UASACEUFST AUDIT (C0S‘7t /^Af.T : (U : 

AS'nai'ATO R£Sl.T-TS 

$ 1 50 rJIks in on«-uy nfuiion (Mk Aiwf 

S 1 50 millicn ia cm'CotAg opoiuni MfCi raduiMcu 
ImproHd nen^er)' we td »atnt\. 

Improird m/oy. 

SipiiScam ku^uinDae Oewe v |Vctai«>of ciji^ncAt (Koeemc sunuJus). 

Re<un Ajnsnun producuen of nftsU^t^we iufh>*'in| Avtnfi (*ipunc« 0 i lor.{ lom 
acmomr foniJw). 

• Solve I ^i|niG(an( eqtipnriii oias for FBI. Ifitencr. Jasitcc *Kc> hj«c &iroi5i ftKich ner£ 
rr^^^^r.-ncTK bui no t^T^t^nair AmokaA-made TTplacsrtcni eufts (Set doi-fovii ibcA-r) 

• completed fnm:«-oil «'tUi nhich ICAF can eonunir lo provide the umr 
inforauoon lenencd K tfw aadii on a lens-tom )«su fat tonu&uOia. oe-goutp manifcmem 
of lV FcdcraJ avtauae nea 


Airorr/REpoRT costs 


C-vn!l con.* are mmirruud b) aJioranns eautiftc pcnonael frcm vvioui i^enria u> ICa? fw 
Uie otrkbac o( i.k audu. Tbercfore. a aisnii^cant penioo of the tom an not u^nenat oi.)<i 
rxJkxiied for t tfton penod No rr* psrnaneru penemd are rt^L'od D cot> ox ih; aadi: ark 
c ample aor. of the r ep o n. 

ICAT. < TWt vr nirutnired l'tou^ rautfned poMmel esjrnaai tu cocu •: 


rubb: Secut Ctrowr (V ««elu> S 6 S.OCO 

Aulii Tpam Erpnaei 

?Q S6^50 

Ca Rerua.' 

Artrr ?? 

Tou: Sl9Si20 


e-LiTwa IQ CTHD a: 


MrthoioVop flevetoTmer. Dnu amJyni. 

FirviJ nrw ^<lormc» StU300 

Sofm WT 0 « 16.000 

Adffunijr*t’'T Stupor 16.000 

Tn»cJ E»TB0jei ?i 000 

T«jj s:?o^ 

L^ematr4Cam;ak0 Har«*«^ d ReUifld Soh'wc (A^pk) i 10 000 


iaimaied TcuJ Fro j eci Coru 


SiWXnO 


III! 

ti 


Given the 4i.'*sci ecnninru: reuon icr ine ntti budset yza and every >v thmahrr. ihe uleiy 
mpr^vemeno anoopaud ak the ecortomic fumohtf fencTMcd b> the nccfnmendauontpeoride a 
TQim en invenmem ir. uceb o* fO? v ) 
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BRUCE UNDSEY CALL UST 
April 28. 1993 
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BRUCE UNDSEY CALL UST 
April 29. 1993 
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BRUCE UNDSEY CALL UST 
May 3. 7993 
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REDACTED 
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KARJ)y THar4)^50N 
cr.iirrjr.. TT>.. 


SARJ.TLL KWirC-S 
Fregider.t. TRX. Ir.c. 


TH£ ?Pr5.Cc'.‘ji H^S SEEN 


WHITT HOUSE IHvnmiRY OF THE FEDERAl. AIRCRAFT FLEET 


Ci, 


DATE: 2/U/93 



On 1/2S/S1. 1 eeoc you ASd 0«* D«e Myera a mcflo in which l etaceo that, 
based on the AdmlniBcratlon'a directive to coaalder cutbacks wherever 
{eaaible. should solicit a conaulting project fran the White House 

of the following description: 


*;ieview all non-military government aircraft to determine financial and 
operational appropriateness.* 


Yesterday morning on CNN-Live, the President atated in a cabinet meeting 
that his staff baa Informed him that there are aavinga to be had in a 
review of all government aircraft and that an inventory of thoae 
aircraft will be made. 

This inventory MUST by adminiatercd by aonecne who knows aircraft aa 
well as operational and capital budgets. I propose a plane-by-plane 
inventory of the 1.874 aircraft in the Pederal fleet. Me would, with 
cooperation by the GAO 4 CKB. list each aircraft's: agency user, 
purpose, current value, operating budget, mission appropriatenesa, 
utilisation, alternative aircraft (11 any), operating budget effects (of 
cbanges. if any) and miacellaneoua conctenta. 


SOKKARY or THE FTBOtAL MRCatATT FLEET 


Large Commercial Jeca 24 
Large Business Jets 22 
Nedium Business Jets <i 
Small Business Jets ISO 
Turboorop 600 
Piston- wjlt lengme ISO 
Piston Singie engine 406 
Heiicopteifi 3B3 
Ki 1 i:a ry - 1 ype Jets S4 

TOTAL 1874 


ue've demonstrated Ou; capabilities to the President by coordinating all 
aircraft activities fo: The Clinton For Preaident Coimictee. Tbe 
Cl;nton/Oore '72 Cocr'itiee and tne Clinton/Core Transition Team. Now we 
Tjve an opportunity tc mai^e a substantive contribution to the deficit 
reauction plans, we car. del.ver a practical, useful tool to both reduce 
costs and improve a.rrraft ut.lization. 


f'arry. ! can state 
c-alified to conovc; : 
tra.neo (or 19 years 
‘-jt me in front cf :r>e 
: *.e voiue cf bocf *. nt ; 


'r.tnput qualification, that TR.M is uniquely 
.s etuOy This is the project for which 1 have 
. k.now tne aircraft--! understand the budgets. 
;c~-t person at the White House and i will prove 
Z'fZ' ano Thomason’s capabilities. 


■11111111 
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executive offce of the pfiesoent 

OTkCfe cy AOI' M*' *>n ■ 

May 7, 1903 


MEMORANDUM 

THROUGH; 

FROM: 


FOR FRANK REEDER 


David Haun 


Jack Kelly 




SUBJECT: 


Follow-up Wi Proposed Aircraft Consulting Project 
Referred by the White House 


Purpose 

This Benorandum describes the actions we have taken to 
follow up on the attached nenorandun, which proposes a consulting 
contract to review the Federal aircraft fleet. 


In the nemo to Harry Thomason, Chairman of TRH, Inc. (an 
aircraft management consulting firm), Mr. Darnell Martens, 
President of TRH, recommends that TRH solicit a consulting 
contract to review the Federal aircraft fleet. I spoke with Hr. 
Martens, who indicated that he has also been in contact with 
Bruce Lindsey at the White House and that Hr. Lindsey is 
forwarding his proposal to the Vice President's staff for 
consider! tion in the NPR. 


Mr. Martens is a former Boot Allen consultant, who 
special!: ed in the aircraft industry, subsequently started his 
own helicopter services company, and later worked for Executive 
Jet, a large company providing a range of aircraft and aircraft 
managemert to corporate clients. TRH, Inc. is a company that Mr. 
Martens iormed witn Harry Thomason to provide consulting services 
to corporate CEOs on ways to improve the management of their 
aircraft programs. TRM also coordinated the aircraft support for 
the Clinton/Gorc Campaign and the Transition. 

Mr. Martens has met with the aircraft policy staff at GSA 
and has reviewed the audit guide prepared by the GSA Inspector 
General for use in the PCIE aircraft review now underway. He is 
very familiar with our efforts to improve aircraft management, 
and thinks we are making significant progress. There is one 
area, however, to which he does not believe we have paid 
sufficiert attention and where he would like to offer assistance. 

He would like a contract to analyze the aircraft in the Federal 
fleet and identify those aircraft that arc inappropriate for the 
missions for which the>' are currently used. Mr. Martens believes 
that the federal government can realize significant savings by 
replacing old, fuel inefficient, high maintenance cost aircraft 
with more -odcr,". aircraft better suited to their assigned missions. 

iniiiiiiiniii 
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I agreed vith Mr. Kartcnr' obrcrv.-it ion tluit Ihe PCIE review 
1 = not addressing tlic ceneerr he rnirer. 1 cvelnincd th.Tt thar 
issue was iower in pricrit) thsr. the ether issuer I'c i 'dressed 
by the PCIE, such as getting an accurate count of -d 

identifying their costs. I suggested two potential opportun.t as 
for the assistance he offers. First, he could make a proposal to 
the Interagency Committee on Aircraft Policy (ICAP) . The eSA 
aircraft policy office within the GSA Federal Supply Service 
(FSS) provides staff support to the ICAP and manages contracts 
for various ICAP initiatives. If FSS is willing to provide funds 
for the contract proposed by Mr. Martens, or can convince the 
other ICAP members to contribute, funds could be made available 
for that purpose. Second, he could approach an agency that 
wanted to replace some old aircraft and offer his services in 
preparing the justification to support the agency's budget 
request for that purpose. In either case, however, the contract 
may have to be awarded competitively and be subject to the normal 
procurement process. 


Next Steps 


I asked Mr. Martens if he would share with us a copy of the 
detailed proposals provided to Bruce Lindsey and he promised to 
send then to me. I have also contacted the GSA aircraft policy 
staff and they support the idea of having Hr. Martens make a 
presentation to the ICAP on the benefits of having agencies 
examine the payback potential from replacing their older, less 
efficient aircraft. Such a presentation would demonstrate the 
techniques needed to perform such analyses and indicate the 
magnitude of the potential benefits. If sufficient benefits are 
demonstrated, individual agencies or the ICAP as a whole might 
decide to pursue the matter with Mr. Martens. 

f Unless you object, I will sugge st to GSA that they contact 

j Mr. Martens to see if he would be willing to make such a 
1 presentation. 




Attachment 


cc: Hermann Habermann 


j ik_ Ww j'’- 
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COlirlOC>TIAL 

TC; HARKV T^O^'ASOti PRES.CxNT H6S 3 

.. .‘;o i r nidri . , 2 r. c - 

FROy. ; SARi.’CLL KARTEUS 

President. TIW. Inc. 

RE: WHITE HOUSE IKVDnXDRY OF THE FOERAL AIRCRAFT FLEET 

DATE: 2/11/93 


On 1/29/93. 3 sent you And Dee Dee Myers a memo In which I stated that, 
based on the Adniinietration‘8 directive to coneider cutbacks wherever 
feasible. TRH should solicit a consulting project from the White House 
of the following description: 

"Review all non-military government aircraft to determine financial and 
opera: ional appropriateness. " 

Yesterday morning on CNN-Live, the President stated in a cabinet meeting 
that his staff has Informed him chat there are savings to be had in a 
review of all government aircraft and that an inventory of those 
aircraft will be made. 

This inventory MUST by administered by someone who knows aircraft as 
well as operational and capital budgets.! propose a plane-by-plane 
invercorj' of the 1.674 aircraft in the Federal fleet. we would, with 
cooperation by the GAD s OKB. list each aircraft's: agency user, 
purpcse. current value, operating budget, missian appropriateness, 
utilization, alternative aircraft (if any), operating tzidget effects (of 
changes, if any] and miscellaneous caaments. 

SUMMARY or THE FEDERAL AIRCRAFT FLEET 


Large Commercial Jets 26 
Large Business Jets 22 
Medium Bueiness Jets 41 
Small Bueinese Jets 150 
Turboprop 600 
Piston • Ku It 1 eng me 190 
P i9t on • S 1 ng i e engine 406 
He] icopters 383 
Mil:tary typ^ Jets _56 

TOTAL 1874 


Jemtnstrated ou: caparti 2 1 1 les to the President by coordinating all 
oirc . t activities (or TTie Clinton For President Corwiitcee. The 
C 1 .r. . : './Gc re '91 CorT-::;ee ana the Clmton/Core Transition Team, now we 
nave an orPortunit> tc n-^ane a yubstant ive contribution to the deficit 
reourtion plans. we car, aeiiver a practical, useful tool to both reduce 
costs ana improve dircralt uiilizacion. 

I car. sta:e. ^.^jinouc gual if icac ion, that TRM is uniquely 
c-iaJifiec tc conduc: tcis study. This is the project for which 1 have 
-ra.rec (cr IS years ^now the aircraft- -T understand the budgets. 

Tut -e .r. iron: c.‘ :r.e : ;gr.: person at the White House and 1 will prove 
're va:u€ )f oc:r. :nf prc;er: ano Thomason’s capabilities. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

ROUTE SLIP 



AttacLed is some material I received from Darnell Martens which 
provided more detail on the audit he is proposing of the Federal 
civilian aircraft fleet ($499,000). This is the material he has 
provided to Bruce Lindsey. I received it after I sent the 
related "follow-up" memo forward. 
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TRK, IKCOkVCK&TID 
MIMORXUDOK 

c:kciwjxti: 5i3-6Ti-b<JO tos ANGrirs c;f-9GE--..; 

FAX 871 -S 741 TAX SOt-ieO") 

TO : BRUCI LIMSBXY 

ASST. TO THI PRESlOEtn^y SR. ADVISOR 

THE RHITE HOUSE 

FROK: OAXNBLL KJJITUS 

PRESIDENT, TRM, INC. 

RE: FANIS (Federal Aircraft Kanageaent Information Syataoi) REPORT 

DATE: 4/12/93 


Based on our 4/7/93 neating at your office, I an ceconDending that the 
Office of the President initiate an operational and financial audit of 
all non-Kilitary Federal aircraft. 

The specific purpose of the audit will be to: 1> generate a cons.istent 
accounting methodology for Federal aircraft and perform an audit using 
that BNthod, and 2) generate a report for the President, using the 
information obtained, that will list specific reconnendatiens regarding 
aircraft reguiceswnta and Interagency utilisation. 

As you know, 1 have already met with and obtained the cooperation of 
Lawrence B. Godwin, Executive Officer, Interagency Comaiittee on 
Aviation Policy, General Services Administration (think of ICAP as the 
U.S. Goveromenc's flight department). 

The Office of the President nceda to: 

A) Issue an Executive Order esipoweiing ICAP to perform the audit. 
This Executive Order ia elnply providing the authority to carry out the 
mandate ICAP has already received from the 0MB (Circular A-126) . ICAP 
vill require an additional susnpower allocation and a reasonable travel 
budget for the audit. 

SI Later into a consulting agreement with TRn, Incorporated to: 1) act 
as a liaison betveen ICAP and The White House, 2) develop the audit 
methodology with ICAP, and 3} develop the final recomaendatrons to tne 
President based on the obtained information. 

In discussing thrs with Harry Thomason after our meeting, he noted the 
same synergistic opportunities we discussed. Such as. regenerating 
single-engine aircraft production in America and, with an accurate 
operational and financial baaeiine, we have the opportunity to create a 
system of true interagency use of our aircraft assets. 

This projeci falls solidly under the heading of re-inventing 
gevernme.-.t . 

Please advise ou: neai step <otner than setting up a meeting witn P.oge r 
Jc.hnscr.i . ; t>«- in Eos Angeles 4/13 througn 4/P:. I an. at your 
d. sposa I 

■iniHiiiii 
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TKK, IKCOSPORATtr 

513-171-5410 
rWC: 513-87 1-5761 


TO: 


rROM; 


R£: 
DATE I 



BRUCE LINDSEX 
DARKELL HARTENS 
TEOERAl. AVIATION NAHASEKCIIT AUDIT 
4/2S/93 


Attached is susiury of the propoeed audit and report elth some 
additional detail. This InfecBation was generated in concert 
vith ICAP of the CSA. 

Likewise, we now have the support of the TAA Flight Standards 
Office which has serious eoneema regarding the operational 
safety of 'public aircraft* (non-sallltary Federal aircraft) . 

1 have coBpleted soaa research which indicates an alarmingly .4^ 
nigh accident rate within certain agencies of the govemaient - 
in some eases an accident cate 3 to 4 times higher than the 
civil aviation fleet rate. 

The operational side of the proposed audit would identify those 
areas in whieh safety could be improved. 

I would greatly appreciate the opportunity to get together with 
you and Roger Johnson to determine if he is in agreement. If 
so, we could set a timetable for the project's rnitistion. 

Please advise. Thanks! 


BWBpn 
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federal aviation management audit 


r,.'RPOSE 

T)^ inienl ol this audit is to gcncncc a tcpon adilch will: 

1) ftnnulaie a consisun accoootinc Bsettwrtnlopr (opcnliaoal and finandal) for FedsTai airatfL 

2) pctfotn an aodii usinf that inetbadalocy. and 

3) genenie a repon fir the Pteaideal. uaiag lha infonnaiian obtained, that will list specific 
rtconunendadoos nganliog aimait nquirBBWSSS aod ittMiRgcnQr nhlinl Mifl. 


METHODOLOGY 

The EaeoitiTe Bnnct would empower TRM. Incxxpanied D Dfoct in conoen a-ith the Inungcncy 
Committee Hor Aviation Policr (ICAP) of Ibe Geo^ Services AdmLiisntion (GSA) to geoenie 
tbcRpoi. These two esitisiea.TKM and ICAP, have wotted toeethere make this pntposal to 
The While House aod »w-h hss apedfic and ajmeigisiic capabilities to iniuie the quality and 
compledon of the audit nd repon. 

TP-*1 md ICAf T-tmld dr"-*T* iiw.i>wvVilng y fnr the non.miliiafv Fedavl 

aucraftneeL Ibis procen would require ox (6)weeks. 

ICAP would administc the nnuai audit funebon usiag individuab lUontrd to ICAP from other 
agtecies and one fnxD privam industiy. A fivo^Dosber audit team is envisioned reqmhng; 

* Team Coocdinaior Sounte-GSA/ICAP 

Orgonius. cootHnaus and admuiaerj tbr Federal Aviaaou Utmafemera AmBi. 

* Financial Soura>-TRM 

Reviews and arvilysej afenry finance strastfies uteludini asrcrc^ acqtdddon, rtfiiacement and 
<ispn.vil 

Budga and Accounong Analyte SouceOSA or OMB 

Reviews ard analyzes ageney smanon (speratanal badfci md accounssni dasa. 

* Pnnciplc Opeiasxxis Inspeoor Soirce-FAA 

Reviews and analyses agenej aperaaans avs/sssals and lysians 

Principle Mamienanoc Inipoc IDT Stneo-FAA 

Reviews asid analyses ageney irsainienance mmssols md lyssesfV. 


There are presratJy 66 jeiseted aiatn c'.es (IT u Washiagioo. a<> is the Continenul US and 3 
ou'.sidc the Conooental USJ The audr will require as esomated 1 56 audit days. This ponton of 
the repon require cjghi fS ) months to cooiplete- 

Lastly. TRM vill generate to veesion of the repon to the President focitxuig on the budgetary 
comidenooQs ICAP will generate the report focusing oo operational and safety issues. The 
issuihcc of the final report will require so (6) weeks. 


Therefore, ihe corapieuoc of sH of me ato»e will require an estimated eleven (11) tnomhs 
Budgear) r=:oir.nientlsaoo' would be cocpleied m tune lor inclusion re ncsi years Federal 
Birifi 
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federal aVIaTIOS UA.SAGEUEST AVOFT (COST) FACE 7 OF : 

ANTICIPATED R£Sl.n.TS 

JISO miSioD In OOMiine cspioU tniutoQ (ale Mid uloleaiciaclL ol equipcnent) 

$150 ffliUiao b on-|oing operadof bodcet reducoaiu. 

ImjifDved kacngacy UK c/ aroift. 

Improved ofay. 

SigniSam acqiaiiifcia (Iuk cr ptBciaie) of new eq u lp m e n i (eoooonic somulus). 

Recdut Amoban production ef aasle-enftBe Ugh-wia( ulrcnfi (ufnlficut lon(-unn 
economic itimulat). 

« Solve • etfnlficni equliiim ciini for FBI, Juieria, Jndicc who htve tiioift which need 
replaoemeni but 00 ■ppropriue Anoicut-made leplaoeacm exifu (See dM-poini ibove). 

• EsubUsh a cooiplet^ framewoik with which ICAP can eomlnue id provide the ume 
Infonattioe fenoavd by ^ ndii on a loni-tenii bam for contiauoot. oe-foiag managcmeni 
of iba Fedenl aviidcn laea. 


AUDIT/REPORT COSTS 

Ovoall cofLo aie mioimiied by afloeidac esisiat penen a el from varioai afcncies lo ICAP for 
ihe duntiao of the audit Th^om, a aignlfitart poRioo of the coos an not inacmenbl - only 
naUocamd for a thon period. No new pananeaipeROBne] me required id cany owthe audit and 
completioo of the re pon. 

ICAP, e-hoK oon Be ninuniicd dauugb nsstcaed penoonoL esonaiBt its costs at; 


Pubbc Sector Contncur (34 weeks) $ 6S.OOO 

Audit Team Expenaec 

Pb Diemdodfint S6JS0 

CarRenotl 4.77D 

Aate 72.50P 

Total S 198,520 

TRM esotnitm in cosa at. 

htediodaloc dcveloTaiaii. Dia analyaik. 

Pmal repon drvelcpmoe STUpSOO 

Sofrwwe dcvdopom 16.000 

AdnuiustTaove Support 16,000 

TrevclExpom 24!oOD 

Total $270JO0 

Fromaied Computer Hantwrr A ReUind Soft wBe (Apple) S 3Q.DQQ 

Fstimaied Total Projea Cosis $4991120 


.'tC- 


Giveo tlK dtreci econoru: rttum (or the nett budget yeai and every year thereafter, the safety 
improvenieoD tnpgpgtrti and the economic stimalua genemed by the rectxsinendaDont provide a 
return oo invcconeni in utxss o( 600 s 1 
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EXECUTIVE OEFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
CFFICE OF management AND Dl'DCET 

ROUTE SLIP 


TO: (1) David Haun 


(2} Harnami Baberoann 


(3} Frank Raadar 


FROM: 


Jack Kelly /f 



remarks: 




Taka necessary action 

□ 

Approval signature 

□ 

Comment 

□ 

Prepare reply 

□ 

Discuss with me 

□ 

For your information 


See remarks below 

□ 


DATE; May 7. 1993 


Attached is some material I received from Darnell Martens which 
provided more detail on the audit he is proposing of the Federal 
civiliin aircraft fleet ($499,000). This is the material he has 
provid< d to Bruce Lindsey. I received it after I sent the 
related "follow-up" memo forward. 



lilillMlllllillll 
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mEPHONE NUMBER;. 


FAX NUMBER 

COMPANY: O/^h 

CnY k STATE: 

NUMBER PAGES INCLUDING COVER SHEET:. 


FROM. DARNELL H. MARTENS, PReaDDIT 

TELEPHONE NUMBER 513-871. S4I0 

REMARKS 
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TRK. IKCORrOKiTIC 
NEMORJkKOrK 

CIKCINKRII; S13-BT1-S4i0 LOS ANGELES; 816-908-S60C 

FAX 871-5741 FAX 908-S807 

TO: BROCl LIKBBSY 

ASST. TO THE PRESIDENT, SR. ADVISOR 

THE HKITE HOUSE 

TROM: DARNBU KARTEIIE 

PRESIDENT, TRW, INC. 

RE; FAKIS (Faderal Aircraft. Managaaient InfonnAtlon Syacaoi) REPORT 

DATE; 4/12/93 


Based on our 4/7/93 meting at youx office, I am reconmending that the 
Office of the President initiate an operational and financial audit of 
all non-silltary Federal aircraft. 

The specific purpose of the audit will be to: 1) generate a consistent 
accounting nethodology for Federal aircraft and perfocn an audit using 
that nathod, and 2) generate a report for the President, using the 
infomation obtained, that will list specific xecomnendations regarding 
aircraft requirements and interagency utilization. 

As you know, I have already met with and obtained the cooperation of 
Lawrence B. Godwin, Executive Officer, Interagency Cosmittee on 
Aviation Policy, General Services Rdtnlniscration (think of ICAP as the 
U.S. Govemisent 's flight department]. 

The Office of the President needs to: 

A) Issue an Executive Order empowering ICAP to perform the audit. 
This Executive Order re a imply providing the authority to carry out the 
candate ICAP has already received from the OKS (Circular A-126) . ICAP 
will require an additional manpower allocation and a reasonable travel 
budget for the audit . 

61 Enter into a consulting agreement with TRM, Incorporated to; 1) act 
as a liaison between ICAP and The White House, 2) develop the audit 
methodology with ICAP, and 3) develop the final recommendations to the 
President baaec on the obtained information. 

In discussing th.s with Harry Thomason after out meeting, he noted the 
same 3ynerc:st;t opportunities we discussed. Such as. regeneratir.t 
single-engine aircrait production in America and, with an accurate 
operatio.-.a j anc financial baseline, we have the opportunity to create c 
eyster of true interagency use of our aircraft assets 

This projer: falls solidly under the heading of re-inventirc 
gevernment 

P lease aavis, ou 
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IRK, IKCORPORATID 

513-871-5«i0 
FAX: 513-87 1-57S1 


TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 



BRUCE LIKDSET 
DARNELL MARTENS 
FEDERAL AVIATION NAKASCKENT AUDIT 
4/2I/«3 


Attached la aunBary of the propoeed audit and report elth aomc 
additional detail. This Inforsatlon aaa generated In concert 
Kith ICAR of the C-SA. 


Likewise, w« now have the support of the FAA Flight Standards 
Office which has serious concema regarding the operational 
safety of 'public aircraft* (non-military Federal aircraft) . 

I have collated soma research which indieatas an alarmingly JC 
nigh accident rate wrthin certain agencies of the govemnent - 
in some cases an accident cate 3 to 4 times higher than the 
civil STlatlon fleet rate. 


The operational side of the proposed audit would Identify those 
areas in which safety could be improved. 

J would greatly appreciate the opportunity to get together with 
you and Roger Johnson to determine If he is in agreement. If 
so, we could set a tunetable for the project's initiation. 

Please advise. Thanks' 



swigs 
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FtDERAl A\IATI0N MANA(;tMLNT AUDIT 


PURPOSE 

iitten of (hit audli ii k> gtnentc i itpon wfaldi wUL 

1) fbnnulatBacanilsieaaxoootin(mc(tiodoiagj'(opentiaBal0td6n«adal)fcrPedBmalTcnft, 

2) pcrfamt in iwlii mint p ci b o dotoo. lad 

3) gencnie • icpon te the Pmideat, uaiac dx lofbnDitkn obuincd. dial will liii ipeciTic 

iwnmtii>»Kl«linn» m frAm g •tn-nft itiA in u r mf rttty 

METHODOLOGY 

Tbe Exaculive Bnacti would empower TRM. InoocponnS B wok in eooctn aitb die Imenfency 
Conunisee Fv Aviaoon Polcy ^CAP) of the Geo^ Senries AdminiaBadon (CSA) ID gsaeasc 
ihe lepcn. Hick two eaniiei, TRM and ICAP. Iiave wotfcad topthEr d make this proposal lo 
Tbe While Home and em± has ipecific and a yu uyial ic c^abilitiea to insure ihe quality and 
conipleuan of the audit and iqxxi. 

TRM and ICAP would develop die audii and aacauntia{ medindolngy far ibc oon-miliBiy Fedoal 
■iiaaft fleet This pracoa would require six (Qweeki. 

[CAP would adminisur (be actual amlit funcsioo usiat individuila allonwl lo ICAP fan other 
igeedes andooe from pnvaa: induaiy. A five^aember atalil Bam ia envisioned tequuinp; 

Team Coordinamr Soisoo^SA/lCAP 

Orfonuei. coordinatej and adnimsters the Federal AvioBoa Uanagemeta Aadii. 

Puiinrial Coasulianc SourcC'TRM 

Rrwn and anatyuj aftncf financial itratefies including mrereft oequisidOK. rtflaament and 
tkifimal. 

Budga and Aceounaug Analyir Sotcoe-GSA or OMB 

Aeviewj 0id anatyrei agency anacion opatdLonal budget mi accounnng data. 

Pnnaple Openoaoi Inspearr Source-FAA 

Reviews and analytes agency operaiwns manuals and systorts. 

Pi ma ple hUintenana Inspocoor Saaee-PAA 

Reviews and analyse: agency mamienance manuals and systems. 


rherc arc preseocjy 66 selecaeO wjdr sues r| ' m Waaluitguio. 46 in the Cootinentxl US and 3 
Kiiside the ConoDcnte] US) The audr voi ^ jotre an esnoiaied 156 audii days. TTui poroon of 
he repon wtU require ajilii ( 8 1 inonitis lo coo-^ete. 

^iJy. TRM will generaic its version of the report u> Ihe PtcsMlcni focusing on the budgetary 
lonsidcTsuoiu ICAP w-iU generaie ih: report focusing on operational and safety issues. The 
ssusnee of the final rtpon wili require six (6) weeks. 


fhercfoTc. l*ic corapiojor o', sii al we stove wiU require an csumaied eleven (11) mooths. 
3udgcDry recommenaanor'. would br ccr.ipicicd in tune for inclusion in ncxi years Federal 
3i>1^ 


llillllllll 
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rtPCKAL AVIATIOS UA\AGE*tK.VT AUDIT (COS'Tl TACr ’ ()! ; 

Af^ClPATED RESULTS 

S 1 SO mlHioo in ooMline eqml Intaion (tile and «l«/lcuetack o( e(|uipo>ent) 

SI SO million Id on-|oia( operaibif tedcei redueiiaa. 
lnipro»td hf rnr.rt.y ute of titcA 
Improved afcQr. 

Sipiificam aoqoiaiioo (ktae or pmehne) of MW tqidpneM (toonomic simuliu). 

Reran American pndnctlon of tiacle>eattM lii|fa>inn| aircrafi (iisniAcaai long-tenn 
eoonomac nimalut). 

Solve a tl|nl 6 eani eqidpmnw eri^ for FBI, Inaerior, Jaalice who have aitaift which need 
replaoemen buino appropriate Amcaicawinade icptaoeaeat exiJtt (See doi-paim above). 

, E gta b lU h a cooiplel^ fnmemtA wilb wbieb ICAF can oomouk io provide the aame 
Infbrmetioa gensmed by (be an^ on a kaig-tom bona fcr cendnuoat. oe-going managemeni 
of the Federal aviadon aaes. 


AUDIT/REPORT COSTS 

Overall oora are by anoeadog eaiitiaipenoaod from vaiioiu agendee to ICAP for 

the dmatioa of (be MdiL Therefore, a ai^ifletatpartioo of dm coaia am not incremenal - only 
naUacamd for a tbon period. No rmwpammieatpeiaonnel are teqaited to cany ora the audit and 
corrpleaiotvof die report. 

ICAP, wtioae cocD are minimized dB un gh tcasigned perMBwl . eanmaiet hs coau at: 


Publie Sector CboiiBciar (34 weeks) StSffX) 

Audh Team Ezpenaec 

DiemA.odgiiig S6StX 

(Ur Rental 4.770 

AMm 72.SOO 

Total $198^20 

TRM raomaiee io ooeo at 

Medndology drvelopineoi. Dan aralyaz. 

Hnal rtpon drveiopoieai S2I4SOO 

Sofiwwe d c e J opmeni 16,000 

AdnutumivT Support 16,000 

Triiml&rpaUQ 24J100 

Total S270SOO 

Eannaial Corapiaer Hardwire A Retaisd Software (Apple) S 30-(XX) 

Fmm urr* Total Pro^ Costi S499.020 


Giva tltt direct oconotiu: return (or me neat budget year and every yen thereafter, the cafeiy 
improvenv no tnoopoted Bid the ecooomic stimohu generated by the rectanmendiuoni provide a 
return on inveetmeni in cacen o( ttX> D 1 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFPCE OF management and budget 
waS*«mCTOn. O C 70S?? 

May 7, 1993 


MEMORAKDUM 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


FOR FRANK REEDER 
David Haun 
Jack Kelly 

Follow-up L/i Proposed Aircraft Consulting Project 
Referred by the White House 



Purpose 


This nenorandun describes the actions we have taken to 
follow up on the attached oemorandun, which proposes a consulting 
contract to review the Federal aircraft fleet. 


Discussion 

In the aieno to Harry Thomason, Chairman of TRM, Inc. (an 
aircraft management consulting firm) , Hr. Darnell Martens, 
President of TRM, recommends that TRM solicit a consulting 
contract to review the Federal aircraft fleet. I spoke with Mr. 
Martens, who indicated that he has also been in contact with 
Bruce Lindsey at the White House and that Hr. Lindsey is 
forwarding his proposal to the Vice President's staff for 
consideration in the NPR. 

Mr. Martens is a former Boor Allen consultant, who 
specialized in the aircraft Industry, subsec(uently started his 
own helicopter services company, and later worked for Executive 
Jet, a large company providing a range of aircraft and aircraft 
management to corporate clients. TRM, Inc. is a company that Mr. 
Martens formed wjtn Harry Thomason to provide consulting services 
to corporate CEOs on ways to improve the management of their 
aircraft programs. TRM also coordinated the aircraft support for 
the Clinton/Gore Campaign and the Transition. 

Mr. Martens has met with the aircraft policy staff at GSA 
and has reviewed the audit guide prepared by the GSA Inspector 
General for use in the PCIE aircraft review now underway. He is 
very familiar with our efforts to improve aircraft management, 
and thinks we are nacir.c significant progress. There is one 
area, however, to wr.ic.- he does not believe we have paid 
sufficie.-.t attention and where he would like to offer assistance. 
He would like a contract to analyze the aircraft in the Federal 
fleet and identify those aircraft that are inappropriate for the 
missions for which they are currently used. Mr. Martens believes 
that the Federal ocvern-ent can realize significant savings by 
replacing ole, fue. i ne ; ; i c i ent , high maintenance cost aircraft 
with mere moeern a . r c r a : t better suited to their assigned missions 

imiiMi mi 
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I agreed with Mr. Martens' observation that the PCIE re . 
is not addressing the concern he raises. 1 this 

issue was lower in priority than the other it:.;' icing addrcssti. 
by the PCIE. such as getting an accurate cour.'. ol aircraft and 
identifying their costs. 1 suggested two potential opportunities 
for the assistance he offers. First, he could nalce a proposal to 
the Interagency connittee on Aircraft Policy (ICAP) . The GSA 
aircraft policy office within the CSA Federal Supply Service 
(FSS) provides staff support to the ICAP and manages contracts 
for various ICAP initiatives. If FSS is willing to provide funds 
for the contract proposed by Mr. Martens, or can, convince the 
other ICAP menbers to contribute, funds could be Bade available 
for that purpose. Second, he could approach an agency that 
wanted to replace sone old aircraft and offer his services in 
preparing the justification to support the agency's budget 
request for that purpose. In cither case, however, the contract 
nay have to be awarded conpetltively and be subject to the nornal 
procurement process. 

Hgyt gtecs 

1 asked Hr. Martens if he would share with us a copy of the 
detailed proposals provided to Bruce Lindsey and be prosised to 
send then to me. I have also contacted the GSA aircraft policy 
staff and they support the idea of having Mr. Martens make a 
presentation to the ICAP on the benefits of having agencies 
examine the payback potential from replacing their older, less 
efficient aircraft. Such a presentation would demonstrate the 
techniques needed to perform such analyses and indicate the 
magnitude of the potential benefits. If sufficient benefits arc 
demonstrated, individual agencies or the ICAP as a whole might 
decide to pursue the natter with Mr. Martens. 

Unless you object, 1 will suggest to GSA that they contact 
Mr. Martens to see if he would be willing to make such a 
presentation . 

Attachment 


mmiHHi 


cc: Hermann Habermann 
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TO: HAKXY TTiC»SON PRt^^DcWT HAS SEEN' 

ChAirmu), TW4. 2nc. 

rp^y.: Zf^:zLL K?j;rr:s 

rresiocr.i, T5L*<. Inc. 

RE: MHITE HOUSE IHVOnORY OF THE ra>ElUa AIRCRATT FLEET 

DATE: 2/11/93 


OD 1/29/93, 3 tent you aad Z>«« Myer* a miwo in which 3 seated that, 
baaed on the Admlnittracioo*# directive to caoaider cutbacks wherever 
feasible. Tiw should solicit a eonsulciag project froo the voiite House 
of the following description: 

"Review all nen^military govcRuncnt aircraft to determine financial and 
operational appropriateness.” 

Yesterday sioming on OOf'Livc, the President stated in a cabinet meeting 
that his staff has informed him chat there are savings to be had in a 
review of all govemment aircraft and that an inventory of those 
aircraft will be made. 

This inventory MUST by administered by someone who kne^ aircraft as 
well as operational and capital budgsts.l propose a plane‘by*plane 
inventory of the i.SYa aircraft in the Federal fleet. We would, with 
cooperation by the GAO A 0MB. list each aircraft *8: agency xiser. 
purpose, current value, opersting budget, miesion appropriateness, 
utilisation, alternative aircraft (if any), oparating budget effects (of 
changes, if any) and miaccllaneous cosotfsts. 

SumARY OF TH£ FESOUO. AZRCRATT 7XEET 


Large coovnercial Jets 26 
Large Businese Jets 22 
Hedium Business Jets 41 
Small Business Jets 150 
Turboprop 600 
Piscos-Kjltiengine 190 
Piston-Single eng.ne 406 
Helicopters 363 
Kilitary-type Jets 

TOTAL 1874 


Wf've oe.Tonstrat ec our capao. lilies to the President by coordinating all 
aircraft activities for The Clistos For President Confoittee, Tbe 
Clinton^Gore '91 Corrr-ltcee and the Clinton/Core Transition Team. How we 
have an opportunity tc make a substantive contribution to the deficit 
reoucti'in piajts. wf car. oelivf a practical, useful tool to both reduce 
costs a.~id irprovf aircra!: utilization. 


Harry. 2 car. siaie 
tc concur: : 
traines for 1? years 
-='-1 r.e .n front cf t.nf 


vitnout Qualif iesrion. that TRH is uniquely 
;s study. This is the project for which I have 
Know the aircraft'*! understand the budgets. 
.CM person at the White House and I will prove 
::er: a.-.o Thorxason's capabilities. 


■IIIIIIIH* 
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TO: HKKKY T«O»S0*l HAS SiEf. 

ChAirsi&n. TRK. 2 nc. 

?T>!. sASjrrii KAurz'S 

Pr«5Jbcni, TS^.. Inc. 

H£: WHITE KOOSE INVEinORY OF TOE FSOAL AlROUfT FLEET 

DATE: 2/11/93 


On 1/29/93, 2 •«ot you *ad Dm Dm Ifywrw A wmuo Id which 2 ttACAd thnc, 
bAicd on th« Admlnlgerncioo** dirocciv* to ccoaldcr cutbAcki wherever 
fMeihlc. TOM ahould aoliclc • eenaulciao project froo the White Houee 
of the lollowine deecriptloa: 

"Review ell aoo'idliCArv government aircraft to detemine finencial and 
operational appropriatenees.* 

yesterday morning on GMR'Live, the FrMident stated in a cabinet meeting 
that his staff has informed him that there are savings to be had in a 
review of all government aircraft and that an inventory of those 
aircraft will be made. 

This inventory MOST by adsdniatered by someone tdio kaAfS aircraft as 
well as operational and capital budgets.2 propose a plaae>byplane 
inventory of the 1,994 aircraft in the Psderal flMt. we would, with 
cooperation by the GAO a 0MB, list each aircraft*s: agency user, 
purpose, current value, operating budget, miaaien appropriateness, 
utilisation, alternative aircraft (if any), operating budget effects (of 
changes, if any) and miacellanaous comments. 

SOMART or TOE FCDERAI. AXPatAFT TUOPr 


Uirge Coanereial Jscs 

29 

Large Business Jets 

22 

Msdium Business Jets 

41 

Small Business Jets 

ISO 

Turboprop 

900 

Piston'Milti engine 

190 

Piston'Siogle engi.ne 

409 

Helicopters 

393 

Kilitary-type Jets 


TOTAL 

1974 


wfve de.Tonsirsted oxir capabilities to the President by coordinating all 
aircraft activities for The Clistos For President Coonittee. Ibe 
Cl:nton/Gore '92 Caicrittee and the Clxnton/Core Transition Team. Hov we 
have an opportunity to maie a substantive contribution to the deficit 
reajction pi&Jts. car. oeliv*^ a practical, useful cool to both reduce 
ccsts and irprove airc:a!t utilization. 

Harry. I can state. k;tr.out qualification, that TFy. is uniquely 
q.:a^if:ec tc conojc: ;z;$ study. This is the project for w&icn 2 have 
trainen lor years t.nov che aircraft-^J understand the budgets. 

r.e in Ircr.t cl :r.t r;cM person at the White House and 1 will prove 
'.r.i vi.js cl octr rrr er; a.-.c Tnoniason’s capabilities. 


amonm 
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MEMORANDUM FOR FRANK REEDER 
THROUGH: David Haun 


FROM: 


Purpose' 


Jack Kelly 

Follov-up on Proposed Aircraft Consulting Project 
Referred by the White House lir C- ^ 'Ic .r'- 


1^0 




I 1 

This nenorandUD^ follow/ up on' A aeaorandun,. SLui-by Uil 
rreaid a nt a n d eofereed Lu a > I P » which propose a consulting 
contract to review the Federal aircraft fleet. 

3Lv 

^r- Fe bru a ry i i , — nn iuttui to Harry Thomason, Mr. 

Darnel] Martens, President TRH, Inc. (an aircraft management 


consult. ing firm) recommendM that TRM solicit a consulting 

contract to review the Federal air cra ft fle et. ^ Mr. Thomason, who 
chairs the TRM board of directors, g o t ^ ^thc letter to the 
rri — iflrnr trhn f n riit— ir °hil hj.. 

Marten*: has also been in conta ct with Bruce Lindsay at the White 
House «.nd says that Mr < ^nsa j is forwarding his proposal to the 
Vice Piesident's staff for"tonsideration in the HPR. 

Hr. Martens is a former Booz Allen consultant, who 
specialized in the aircraft industry, subsequently started his 
own he', icopter services company, and later worked for Executive 
Jet. a large company providing a range of aircraft and aircraft 
managenent to corporate clients. TRM, Inc. is a company that Mr. 
Marten;, formed with Harry Thomason to provide consulting services 
to corj'Orate CEOs on ways to improve the management of their 
aircrait programs. TRM coordinated the aircraft support for the 
Clintof/Gore Campaign and the Transition. 




Ml . Martens has met with the aircraft policy staff .• t GSA 
and ha; reviewed the audit guide prepared by the GSA Insj-ector 
Genera for use in the PCIE aircraft review now underway. He is 
very f«.milar with our efforts to improve aircraft management, and 
thinks we are making significant progress. There is one area, 
howeve: , to which he does not believe we have paid sufficient 
attent on and where he would like to offer assistance. He would 
like a contract tc analyze the aircraft in the Federal fleet and 
identiy those aircraft tnat are inappropriate for tne missions 
for v.’h ch they are currently used. Mr. Martens believes that the 

■miillM 
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Federal governnent can realize significant savings by replacing 
old, fuel incrfjcicnt, high naintenence cost aircraft with more 
modern aircraft better suited to their assigned missions. 

1 agreed with Mr. Martens* observation that the PCIE review 
is not addressing the concern he raises. I explained that this 
issue was lower in priority than the other issues being addressed 
by the PCIE, such as getting an accurate count of aircraft and 
identifying their costs. 1 suggested two potential opportunities 
for the assistance he offers. First, ha could make a proposal to 
the Interagency Conaittee on Aircraft Policy (ICAP) . The GSA 
aircraft policy office within the GSA Federal Supply Service 
(FSS) provides staff support to the ICAP and sanages contracts 
for various ICAP initiatives. If FSS is willing to provide funds 
for the contract proposed by Mr. Martens, or can convince the 
other ICAP nembers to contribute, funds could be Bade available 
for that purpose. Second, he could approach an agency that 
wanted to replace some old aircraft and offer his services in 
preparing the justification to support the agency's budget 
request for that purpose. In either case, however, the contract, 
nay have to be awarded competitively and be subject to a d raw n - { 
.^procurement process. ^ ^ ^ 

Next Steps ^ — — ‘ 

1 asked'^e e ^^ the~^tailed proposals iMr. Martensi provided 
to Brtce Lindsay and he promised to send them to me. I have also 
contacted the CSA aircraft policy staff and they support the idea 
of ha>ing Mr. Martens make a presentation to the ICAP on the 
benefits of having agencies examine the payback potential from 
replacing their older, less efficient aircraft. Such a 
preser.tation would demonstrate to techniques needed to perform 
such cnalyses and indicate the magnitude of the potential 

Cnlciss you object, t w...— eSA^eontact Mr. Martens-^ 

■:3m* see .f he would be willing to make such a presentation. 


Cev 


ri 
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MEMORANDUM FOR FRANK REEDER 
THROUGH: David Haun 

FROM: Jack Kelly 

SUBJECT: Follow-up on Proposed Aircraft Consulting Project 

Referred by the White House 

Purpose 

This aesoranduo reports on conversations with Hr. Darnell 
Martens, which follow up on a aeaorandua, seen by the President, 
which reconaended that his coapany (TRM, Inc.) solicit a 
consulting contract to review the Federal aircraft fleet. 

Background 

On February 11, 1993 letter to Harry Thoaason (FOB), Mr. 
Darnell Martens, President of TRM, Inc. (an aircraft aanageaent 
consulting fira) recoaaended that TRM solicit a consulting 
contract to review the Federal aircraft fleet. Hr. Thoaason, who 
chairs the TRM board of directors, gave the letter to the 
President, who forwarded it to Phil l,ader's attention. Mr. 
Martens has also been in contact with Bruce Lindsay at the White 
House and says that Mr. Linsay is forwarding his proposal to the 
Vice President's staff for consideration in the NPR. 


Discussion 

Mr. Martens has spent time with the aircraft policy staff at 
GSA and has reviewed the audit guide prepared by the GSA 
Inspector General for use in the PCIE aircraft review now 
underway. He is very familar with our efforts to improve 
aircraft management, and thinks we are making significant 
progress. There is one area, however, to which he does not 
believe we have paid sufficient attention and where he would like 
to offer assistance . He would like a contract to analyze the 
aircraft in the Feceral fleet and identify those aircraft that 
are unsuited or ;r f.'icient for the missions for which they are 
currently used. f:. . Martens believes that the Federal government 
can realize significant savings by replacing old, fuel 
inefficient, high maintenence cost aircraft with more modern 
aircraft better suited to their assigned missions. 


I told Mr Martens mat I agreed with his observation that 
the PCIE revie ic net aocressing the concern he raises. I 
explained mat tnit issue was lower in priority than the other 
issues beinc ; dcresred by the PCIE since it had the potential for 
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increasing costs, at least in the short tern. I told hin that I 
two potential opportunities for the assistance he offers. 
First, the Interagency Conmittee on Aircraft Policy (ICAF) he.s 
subconnittee on acquisition policies which would address this 
area for the benefit of all agencies. The CSA aircraft policy 
office within the GSA Federal Supply Service (FSS) provides staff 
support to the ICAP and nanages contracts for various ICAP 
initiatives. If FSS Is willing to provide funds for the contract 
proposed by Hr. Martens, or can convince the other ICAP nenbers 
to contribute, funds could be Bade available for that purpose. 
Second, he could approach an agency that wanted to replace sone 
old aircraft and offer his services in preparing the 
justification to support the agency's budget request for that 
purpose. In either case, however, the contract nay have to be 
awarded conpetitively and be subject to a drawn out procurenent 
process. 

Next Steps 

I asked to see the detailed proposals Mr. Martens provided 
to Bruce Lindsay and he pronisad to send then to ne. 

Need decision fron Reeder on how hard to push? what our role is 
here? 

don't want to get in the role of special pleader, 
raise issue to ICAP? 

the fact is that this is a relatively low priority froa a 

governnent-wide standpoint we have nore inportant uses for ICAP 

funds, e.g. , develop a good generic aircraft infomation system. 

Advise his to contact individual agencies and offer his 
assistance. Could schedule hin to make a presentation to the 
ICAP, or Its acqujsistion subcommittee, 

•Call Larry Godwin, what does he think? 

Call Scott Liston and get the word on this guy. 
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KEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA 
FROM: Roy Neel 

DATE; August 25, 1993 


S ' 1 • ■ I- ^ J- V J ■ 

■) i -- ' ' ' 

"TP-' 


I have been advised of a proposal for an audit of federal 
aircraft by TRM. Although I have been advised of a few meetings 
and memoranda regarding this proposal, I understand that no 
government action has been taken with respect to it. I also 
understand that, last month, the White House advised OMB that no 
government action should be taken on this proposal. 

Let me now reiterate this instruction that no government action 
should be taken on this proposal. 


Uninnii 
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memorandum for LEON PANETTA 
FROM: Roy Neel 

DATE: August 25, 1993 


1 have been advised of a proposal for an audit of federal 
aircraft by TRH. Although I have bean advised of a few meetings 
and memoranda regarding this proposal, I understand that no 
governmert action has been taken with respect to it. I also 
understand that, last month, the White House advised OHB that no 
governmert action should be taken on this proposal. 

Let me now reiterate this instruction that no government action 
should bc: taken on this proposal. 


gmmu 
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MEHORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA 


“'A. 


X .. 








FROM: Roy Neel 

DATE: August 23, 1993 







“ . i 


I have been advised of a proposal for an audit of federal 
aircraft by TRM. I understand that no government action has been 
taken with respect to it, and that the White House advised 0MB 
that no government action should be taken on this proposal. 


At your earliest conVSenience, please bring me up to date on any 
'[Ill III II 1‘Tllli concerning this matter. 


V_X.t eX' — * 


<■ 1 1 * 
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C6E 002290 



357 


AUGUST 9, 1993 


MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA 
DIRECTOR 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


ROY NEEL 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 


I have been^dvised of a proposal for an audit of federal 
aircraft by TRH^ t k«-- ■ — — 

anri FFTr"*"’ T iin-lTtrnY a ri*- that no 

governnent action has been taken with respect to it, I a l e e«> - — 
— anta the White House advised OHB 
that no governnent action should be taken on this proposal. 
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ME«OR/\NDUW FOR JOHN PODESTA 

STAFF SECRETARY 

from BERNARD W. NUSSSAUM 

COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 


I have been advised of a proposal for an audit of federal 
aircraft by TRH. Although I have been advised of a few meetings 
and memoranda regarding this proposal, I understand that no 
government action has been taken with respect to it. No 
government action should be taken on this proposal. 

K. 

If, eo ncrary t e this instruction, any government action is 
undertaken concerning this matter, please advise me immediately 
so that I may take appropriate action. 




Sj'^ 




liiiiiiiiHii 
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MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN PODESTA 

STAFF SECRETARY 

FROM BERNARD H. NUSSBAUM 

COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 


I have been advised of a proposal for an audit of federal 
aircraft by TRM. Although I have been advised of a few neetings 
and memoranda regarding this proposal, I understand that no 
government action has been taken with respect to it. No 
government action should be taken on this proposal. 

K. 

If, eo ntrar y a e this instruction, any government action is 
undertaken concerning this matter, please advise me immediately 
so that I may take appropriate action. 




C C 
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AUGUST 9, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA 
DIRECTOR 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

FROM BERNARD W. NUSSBAUM 

COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 


I have been advised of a proposal for an audit of federal 
aircraft by TRH. Although I have been advised of a few meetings 
and memoranda regarding this proposal; I understand that no 
government action has been taken with respect to it. I also 
understand that, several weeks ago, the White House advised 0MB 
that no government action should be taken on this proposal. 


I want to confirm and reiterate the prior instruction th^ 
no government action should be taken on this proposal. It 
d es p ite th.lr i « >« i ,t ' iuijLiun , any government action im undertaken 
concerning this matter, please advise me immediately so that I 
may take appropriate action*-// j 
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AUGUST 9, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA 
DIRECTOR 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

FROM BERNARD H. KUSSBAUM 

COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 


I have been advised at a proposal for an audit of federal 
aircraft by TRM. Although I have been advised of a few neetings 
and nenoranda regarding this proposal, 1 understand that no 
governnent action has been taken with respect to it. 1 also 
understand that, several weeks ago, the White House advised OMB 
that no governnent action should be taken on this proposal. 

1 want to confirn and reiterate the prior instruction that 
no governaent action should be taken on this proposal. If, 
despite this instruction, any governaent action is undertaken 
concerning this matter, please advise ne ioBediately so that 1 
nay take appropriate action. 


Mil 
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HARRY THOMASON 

"THE WHITE HOUSE 
PROJECT" 



"THE WHITE HOUSE PROJECT" 


"I have asked Harry Thomason to come to the White House 
and do an inventory of ways in which we can better use the 
White House for public relations events. The Disney event 
seems to fit under this category. I will put your inquiry on 
Harry's docket for his advice." 

April 1, 1993 memo from Rahm Emanuel to Mark 
Gearan 

"Schedule for Harry Thomason and Markie Post...." 

detailed schedule for April 30 and May 1 , 1993 
for Harry Thomason and Markie Post to meet with 
dozens of White House officials. 

"We have been invited to study White House procedures in 
order to improve the use of the White House as a tool for 
more clearly defining the philosophy, programs and goals of 
the President, the First Lady, and this administration....Over 
the next few weeks, we expect to prepare several papers 
addressing the minutiae of how things might be improved 
and a bible addressing how to put the personal style of the 
Clintons, their intellectual and artistic preferences, into 
events (both formal and informal, traditional and ground 
breaking) at The White House." 

"White House Project" memo by Harry Thomason 


"The Correspondence Department is the most overloaded 
department of all because it is so seriously understaffed. 
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the department is in danger of having to destroy hundreds 
of thousands of pieces of mail that have not been read 

much less answered what should be demoralizing to 

everyone is the fact that for each letter destroyed there is 
one more angry person out there who probably voted for 
President Clinton. It is a name also lost to the data base for 
the next campaign. 

"White House Project" memo by Harry Thomason 


"Vince Foster Confidential (for your eyes only) From 
Watkins" 


Writing on an empty envelope from the Brookings 
Institution in Vince Foster file labelled "WH 
Project." (This file was transferred to Williams & 
Connolly with the Clinton personal documents.) 
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April 1, 1993 


MCM0RANDUI1 FOR I-IARK .GEARAN 
FROM: RAIIN E^L^NUEL'^ ^ 

SUBJECT: MICKEY MOUSE'S 65TH BIRTHDAY 


I have asked Harry Thonason to come to the White House and do an 
inventory of ways in which we can better use the White House for 
public relations events. The Disney event seems to fit under 
this category, 1 will put your inquiry on Harry's docket for his 
advice. 




liinilBIIBOE 
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WHITE HOUSE PROJECT 


Mission 

We have tx erv invited to study White House procedures In order to improve the 
use of ITte White House as a tool for more clearly defining the phiiosophy, 
programs and goals of the President, the First Lady, and this administration. 

There is general consensus that the manner In which the First Family chooses to 
use Th« White House will be a significant factor in how many Americans 
perceive thnm. Through the use of White House events, we hope to not only 
create a consistent trademark image and style lor the Clintons, but also reflect 
their intr resi in making what is best and brightest In American culture, art. and 
entertairme iL both accessible and desirable to the public at large. 

In researching ways to use The White House more effectively, our methodology 
included: (1 ; Talking to personnel in each departmenL (2) Talking to people who 
have worked in other administrations, (3) Studying vrritten information that 
exists on rTHthods used in past administrations. 

iinmiin 
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Over the next few weeks, we expect to prepare several papers addressing the 
minutiae of how things might be improved and a bible addressing how to put the 
personal style of the Clintons, their intellectual and artistic preferences, into 
events (both tormal and intormal, traditional and ground breaking) at The White 
House. However, we think It is very important to present this first overview now, 
addressing some of the most obvious problems that need to arid can be recUried 
immediately! We are also acutely aware that any plans we discuss and/or 
implement will probably pertain to all aspects of fhe system. Therefore, we are 
addressing all aspects of the system. Our goal is not to inundate you with more 
bureaucracy, but to provide you some real and viable solutions, that win in turn, 
make your task easier. 

CURRENT IMAGE 

Current opinion on the image of The White House and the staff in general seems 
to be that It is, in varying degrees, underpeopled, overworked, harried, slightly 
disorganiaed, reactive, and inconsistent in style. Now before you throw up your 
hands in despair, that is only one predominant perception, and certainly not the 
whole story. On the plus side. In terms of sheer human potential, our bounty is 
great. Throughout our interviews, inside and outside The White House, 
everyone commented again and again that this particular staff is one of the 
brightest most industrious, most innovative and loyal groups to ever inhabit this 
arena. Also, most impressive was the (act that in Interviewing dozens of staff 
members over a two day period, not one person tried to blame anyone else in 
any other department for whatever was not working (probably a landmark 
occurrence in Washington tact flnding). Instead, every Clinton staffer 
concentrated on candid but positive assessments of how things could be 
improved. Following the statTs lead, we now intend to illuminate the significant 
problems currently and commonly facing us and the most positive and effective 
ways of correcting them. 

OVERVIEW 

Of all the tactors discussed dunng our research, the decision to reduce White 
House expenditures by 25% appears to have had the most negative impact on 
current operations. This cut would have been acceptable had It not been 
coupled with new restraints on how public funds may be spent (restraints that 
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did not apply to the last administration). As a result ot mis coupling, key 
departments have been decimated, sometimes operating staffs only one- fourth 
as large as their predecessors. We cannot over-emphasize how much the acute 
shortage ot personnel is adversely effecting the current day-to-day operations of 
The White House. This human deficit has led to a breakdown of communications 
between departments. The breakdown of communication has led to a 
permanent reactive mode in which far too much time and energy is spent 
responding to daily crises rather than creating new ideas and planning positive 
long range, interlocking mulU-categoried events. The breakdown of long-range 
event planning has robbed the President and Rist Lady of a oonsistem, original 
style and identily for which they have always been known. It is imperative that 
we now create an environment In which their very original personal style, 
innovative character, keen intellecL and sincere appreciation for social, cultural 
and artistic endeavor and achievement can flourish. 

We will briefly present an ovenriew of each department In this paper and we will 
only mention the major items that we think can be addressed immediately. 
Frankly, there is nothing you can or probably should do to reverse the budget 
cuts. But while you are learning to furtction with what budget you have, we wilt 
be investigating an independent source of financing which, if impiemented, 
would allow many of you to increase the number of people on your staffs, at 
least for the duration of fhls very crucial and defining first year. 

SCHBDUUSG AND ADVANCE 

A heavy burden falls on tnis department in matters of day to day operations. 

It is one of the depanmenis most affected by the cutback. There are cunently 
only four full time advance people (compared to approximately fifteen (15) in the 
past two administrations) 

The image presented by Scheduling and Advance at various functions and 
events is sometimes mienor because they are so overwhelmed by the number of 
events that they can only concentrate on the execution of the event and not the 
visuals. Advance is also getting very tittle lead time on the schedule because 
there seems to be a decision closure problem on events. Not necessarily the 
major decisions but minor ones that still effectively stall this unit 
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There is no slot lor a receptionist for this department. This job is filled by 
volunteers and therefore continuity is disrupted. This is compounded by the 
amazing fact that the phones have no message center capability. 

Knowing that we are only hitting the broad strokes and will address minutiae 
later, we make the following recommendations for this department 

1 . Immediately Install message capability on the departments phones. 

2. Immediately add three (3) lull time advance people 

3. Hire one (1) additional advance person that does nothing except oversee 
visual concepts of the events. We would be happy to offer names for this 
position K requested. 

4. Other departments that create events should strive to effect long range 
plans and communicate these plans to this department We should be 
seeing aowds of twenty and thirty thousand on the road Instead of the 
lour and five thousand we are seeing now The crowds still want to turn out 
but our lack of time severely Inhibits our crowd builders. 

5. Finally we should immediately hold a seminar for our advance teams on 
how to get the most appealing visuals from our events. This is one of the 
FEW ways we can use members of the Hollywood community. We are 
assured the best and brightest an directors and set decorators would be 
glad to devote a day of their time to this project 

COMMUNia ATK3N 

We have combined communications, message and media into one category lor 
this preliminary paper. A more detailed paper will follow 

These Depanments also suffer trom being understaffed . This point is most 
dramatically confirmed by the fact that this group has three (3) full time 
speechwritsrs as opposed to the twelve (12) that the last occupants of the White 
House had. We noticed in examining the schedule that there were eight major 
speeches in one six day period. To say this is overload tor three speechwriters 
(and the President for that matter) would be putting It mildly. We also looked at a 
list of all canceled events of the past several months. They ranged from a 
canceled Town Meeting to a Union Station train appearance and represented 
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dozens of wasted manhours preparing (or these events. Since this staff is 
operating with fewer people, long range planning becomes even more critical so 
that we might avoid wasted effort 

We will repeat that everyone seems to have a feeling that we are unfocused at 
the moment I'm sure that everyone has heard this ad naseum and it deserves 
no further discussion here other than to say maybe the message should be. ’ It's 
the focus, stupidr. 

Continuing to point out the obvious we would like to remind everyone that the 
campaign was most successful when large numbers of people had pertinent 
information. Richard Nixon once said that during the campaign everybody talks 
to each other but when they get to Washington they quit talking and stan 
reading the Washington Post. Nixon was right so quit reading the Post and start 
communicaiingl 

It is not in our Mission to suggest policy decisions to communication but we 
would like to offer the following Herns (or your considerations. 

1 . A representative of the speechwrtters should be in senior staff meetings. 
Great and eloquent speeches need time to incubate and attendance 

at these meetings will give the speechwrtters a much better overview of 
what they have to plan lor in the long run 

2. Looking at past WhHe House Schedules our group believes that the 
number of events the President is scheduled for should be cut by twenty 
five percent. We know it is hard to enforce this kind of schedule but you will 
ultimately have to do it so you might as weD start now. 

3. We propose that lor obvious reasons you add two (2) members to the 
writers group. 

SOaAL EVENTS 

This department more than any other conveys the image of the President and 
First Lady. There is also no department that has a greater need to loiow what is 
going on. Untonurately this seems to be the department that is last to get the 
word. 
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01 all the social events held at the White House there has only been enough 
lead time to send wntten invitations to FOUR events. This is the most damming 
indiament of the lack of long range planning. 

This department has NO advance people as opposed to three full time advance 
people assigned to the previous administration. The lack of advance people 
and the continuing habit of over scheduling the number of events leads to the to 
the East Wing iooldng more iike a catering halt than part of The White House. If 
this continues. The White House will only be defined by the numbers of events 
rather than the style and grace of those events. This is not the definition this 
administration wants. Also the severe over scheduling does not allow The 
President and The First Lady the flexibility they would like. 

Photo opportunities have gotten out of hand. Sometimes as many as two 
hundred people participate taking hours rather than the fifteen minutes allotted. 
You can not have it both ways. You either have to give the proper amount of time 
or be realistic about the number of people you can schedule. 

The Kennedy Center box should be handled under this Department in 
association with the Political Department. Much thought should be given to who 
sits in the box. Historically it has been used as a very effective tool. Currently 
people outside the White House think the box Is now a liability since it 
sometimes remains offensively empty at important events. 

We offer the tollowing suggestions. 

1 . Add two (2) advance people to the staff. 

2. Include the Soaai Direaor in senior staff meetings. 

3. Give the Soaai Dreaor more power to curb the continuing over - 
scheduling of White House events. 

4. During phao opportunities, always ANNOUNCE the President rather than 
let him just wander in Besides being more appropriate to the office It will 
save several hours ot time per week and give more cfarity to the event 

5. Transfer the management ot the Kennedy Center box to the Social 
Direaor in consultation with the Political Affairs Department 
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6. It is imperative that all depanment heads contact the Social Director 
BEFORE scheduling any event in the residence. 

CORRESPONDENCE 

The Correspondence Department is the most overloaded department of all. The 
mail is arriving at a rale of forty five thousand letters a day. This is double the 
amount of null any previous President has received. So far only about sixty fpve 
hundred a day can be answered. Taking into consideration that approximately 
twenty five thousand are mall-in propaganda pieces, we are falling behind at a 
rate of thirteen thousand five hundred per day! 

Because It is so seriously understaffed, the depanment is in danger of having to 
destroy hund*eds of thousands of pieces of mall that have not even been read 
much less answered. The thought of destroying mall quantities this large is 
demoralizing to this depanment as well as the First Family. What should be 
demoralizing to everyone is the fact that lor each letter destroyed there is one 
more angry (lerson out there who probably voted for President Clinton . It is a 
name also kxd to the data base for the next campaign. 

Steps should be taken to increase the communication between this department 
and other W lite House groups Correspondence is one of the White House's 
most valuablii assets and should be respected as such. We should also seek to 
build and use this data base in our image making plan. 


We ofler the 'ollowing suggestions. 

1 . Add sev enty five (75) lull lime employees lor a limited time in order to 
reduce ihe backload ol mail. 

2. Find ott ce space to house ihe additional people. This space will probably 
have to oe offsite. 

3. Include Correspondence m senior staff meetings. 

4. Special letters should be handled in a more timely manner. They 
should not languish on the President's desk. 

5. Boost tills unit's morale and the White House press image by gelling 


some o the more successful pieces of correspondence into the media 


stream. 
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FUNDING 

There are other broad aspects on issues of image and Style that will be 
addressed in subsequent documents. The suggestions outlined here are very 
simple and may not seem significant but we feel they are the first steps that 
should be taken in order to Improve the communication flow to the staff. 

We realize we have proposed adding personnel even though there is no money 
to do so. Unless staff members have a better suggestion, we propose that 
Presidential Inaugural Commission surplus funds be transferred to The 
Presidential Inaugural Foundation which is qualified as tax-exempt under the 
IRS code. By amending the Articles of Incorporation, we could start an *imem‘ or 
'scholar' prog'am. These people Nred under the program could then be utilized 
as needed on the staff. We have additionai information on how to accomplish 
this task on file. 

Knowing that there are many places surplus Inauguration funds could be used 
we only want io poim out once again that in our opinion it Is imperative to define 
the philosophy, programs and goals of the President In order to do that we must 
start vrith the small steps outlined in this paper. 


lilillHiillll 
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DAVID E UMDALL 
(202) 434-5145 


uv omcEs 

WILUAMS d CONNOLLY 


725 TVELFTH Sm£T. N.W 
WA3HINCT0K, D. C. 20005 
(202) 434-5000 
FAX (202) 434-5029 


■ DVAKB ■IWMITT VtLUAMS ■••ei 

PAULA CONMOLLY 


September 5, 1995 


BY HAND 

Ms. Barbara Comstock 

Committee on Govemment Reform and Oversight 
United States Kouse of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Ms . Comstock : 

As I have informed you on the telephone, this firm received 
on July 27, 1953, twenty-four file folders of documents from the 
White House ("Foster Documents”): 

1. Whitewater Development 

2. WJC- -Continuing Legal Education 

3. HRC- -Arkansas Law License 

4. Clinton Exploratory Committee 

5. Clinton Fund Raiser "Dream Team" Receptions 

6. Clinton Physician 

7. White House/Broo)cings Project 

8. Executive Residence Security 

9. Arkansas Home 

10. Presidential Retreat 

11. Chenal Property Fact Sheets 

12. HRC: Personal & Confidential 
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WILUAMS 8 CONNOLLY 

Ms. Barbara Comstock 
September 5, 1995 
Page 2 

13. HRC: Financial 

14 . WJC and HRC Blind Trust 

15. First Family--Form 278 

IS. Clinton Financial Statements 

17. WJC--July Amendment to 1993 SF-278 

18. WJC--1993 Chronological File 

19. Unlabelled blue folder 

20. Unlabelled green folder 

21. 1992 Income Tax Returns 

22. First Family--1993 Income Tax Returns 

23. Clintons: 1992 and 1993 Projected Income Taxes 

24. Clinton Blind Trust 

We did not receive in the Foster Documents any "notebook on the 
Travel' Office matter" or other documents which appear to me to be 
documents relating to the "White House Travel Office matter", as 
that is defined in Chairman dinger's July 13, 1995, letter. 
Neither did we receive from the White House any index to the 
Foster Documents. 

Pursuant to the dinger letter, I am producing herewith for 
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight copies of such 
materials from the Foster Documents as I believe may be 
responsive. They are stamped DKHCGROl and DKHCGR02 . 

There are also three other documents among the Foster 
Documents which may be responsive to the Chairman's request: 
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WILUAM5 6 CONNOLLY 

Ms . Barbara Comscock 
Sepcember 5, 1995 
Page 3 


1 . One-page facsimile transmittal sheet from Mike Berman to 

Vince Foster, dated May 18, 1993, transmitting one-page 
memorandum from Mike Berman to Vince Foster and Mike 
Berman, and two-page memorandum from Mike Berman to 
Vince Foster emd David Watkins, both dated May 18, 

1993, and re ‘Issues for possible review by OLC.‘ 

2. One typetnritten page, undated, containing what appear to 

be draft questions concerning 'Scheduling and advance", 
‘Providing volunteers', and ‘Relationship between 
organizations and the White House,' with certain 
handwritten marginal notes. 

3. Four-page typed memorandum, dated May 23, 1993, from 

Mike Berman to Vince Foster and David Watkins, re '2nd 
draft of issues for review by OLC.‘ 

I believe that these three documents may be subject to claims of 

attorney-client privilege, work product privilege, and Executive 

Privilege by the White House. (Because there was so much 

publicity about the Foster Documents, we deemed it the more 

prudent course to retain, preserve, and safeguard any documents 

like these which we received among the Foster Documents, and such 

documents are, of course, available to the White House Counsel's 

Office.) I am sending a copy of this letter to Jane Sherburne, 

Esq., in the White House Counsel's Office, and I will be guided 

by her instructions with respect to these three documents. 

We have agreed that we will be governed by the same rules of 
document production as govern the White House. The protocols for 
handling documents produced by the White House are set out in Mr. 
Larsen's letter dated August 1. 1995, Ms. Williams' letter dated 
August 9, 1995, and Mr. Yarowsky's letter dated July 7, 1995. 
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WILUAMS e CONNOLLY 

Ms . Barbara Comstock 
September 5, 1995 
Page 4 


Accordingly, I designate the documents I am producing today 
"Highly Confidential." 

Sincerely, 

David 

cc : Jane Sherburne, Esq. 
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t»4e white house 

WASHINOTON 

April 16, 1994 


Haney R. Klngabury 
Director 

Federal Rvaan Raaourca ManageBant leeuea 
General Govarnaant Division 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 


Ra: Paracraoh D of February 14. 1994 GAO Renuest 
CoBollatlon 


Dear Hs. Kingsbury: 

Enclosed please find two docuaents responsive to this 
paragraph and reflecting asslgnaents, tasks, or roles to be 
carried out at the request of the Whits Hous* by Harry Thoaason: 

1. MeaoranduB from Reta Lewis to Harry Thosason, et ano., 
dated April 29, 1993. 

2. Kesorandus entitled ’White House Project.* I have 
deleted the last page of this Meso because it raises a political 
issue and does not represent any additional tasks that the White 
House gave to Mr. Thosason. 

The White House has also agreed to sake a witness 
available to be interviewed about this project. 


Very truly yours,/ 
w. Nall Eggleston 


Associate Counsel to the President 
(202) 456-7901 


Date: 

Received by: 


CGE 002612 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINOTON 



MEMOBKHDUM 

TO: Harry Thonason and Markia Post 

FROM: Beta J. Lewis, Special Assistant to the 

President, Political Affairs 

DATE: April 29, 1993 

RE: Materials for Whit e House Meetings 


Helcoael Enclosed please find the following saterlals which 
should help to prepare you for your April 30 and May 1 White 
House Meetings: 

1. Schedule; 

2. Talking Points; 

3. HeaoranduB Regarding Recurring vmlte House Events; 

4. Drafts of the President's Schedule fros February through 

June 1993; 

5. Drafts of the Vice President's Schedule froa April 

through June 1993; 

e. Drafts of the First Lady's Schedule fron February through 
Hay 1993; and 

7. Drafts of the Second Lady's Schedule for April and Hay 
1993. 


I hope you had a good trip. 1 look forward to seeing you 
toBorrow aorning at 8:30 a. a. at the 17tb and C street entrance 
of the OEOB. He should have an exciting and fruitful couple of 
days of aeetlngs. 


P.S. As you can see fron your Schedule, I have added Sruce 
and George to your itinerary. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

Friaay, April 30, 1993 


SCHEDULE FOR HARRY THOMASON AND MARKIE POST 


8:40 


8:45 - 9:15 


9:15 -900 


Met at 17th & G Street entrance of OEOB 

By Rein Lewis to get Thomason and Post 

Meeting with Bruce Lindsey White House 

(Senior Advisor to the President) 

Obtain Photo ID 


9:30 - 10:00 Mandv Grundwald 

(Media Consultant) 


Room 472 


10:00 • 11:20 Health Care Croun Room 472 

Mandy Grundwald 
(Media Consultant) 

Caner Eskew 
(Media Consultant) 

Jeff Tuchman 
(Producer • Consultant) 

Bob Boorstin 

(Special Assistant to the President for 
Policy Coordination) 

Celia Fischer 
(Health Care Consultant) 

Melaime Verveer 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Deputy Chief of Staff to the First 
Lady) 

Tom Epstein 

(Special Assistant to the President for 
Political Affairs) 


11:20- 11:40 Break 
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11:40 • 1:00 


1:00 . 1:55 


2:00 • 3:20 


3.25 - 4:00 


Scheduling a nd Advance 
Maida Hale 

(Assistant to the President and 
Sector, Scheduling and Advance) 
Anne Walley 

(Deputy Director of Scheduling for the 
President) 

Josh King 

(Deputy Director of Scheduling for the 
President) 

Stephanie Street 

^Deputy Director of Scheduling for the 
President) 

Isabelle Tapia 

(Deputy Assistant to the President for 
S^eduling and Advance) 

Patti Solis 

(Special Assistant to the President and 
Director of Scheduling for the First 
Lady) 

Lunch 

George Stepbanopoulos 
(Assistant to the President) 

SaslaLEiaMa 


Anne Stock 

(Special Assistant to the President and 
Sodal Seaetary) 


Communications 
Ricld Seidman 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Deputy Director of Commuitications) 


Room 472 


White House Mess 


Stock’s Omce, EW 


Seidman’s Office, 
West Wing 


2 
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4:05 • 4:45 Corrmondence 

John Dwyer 

(Deputy Director of Presidentiil 
Cdrrespoodence) 

4:45 • 5:45 Political Affalri 

Rthni Hflumucl 
(Assistant to the President and 
Director, Political Affairs) 

Joan Baggett 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Deputy Director, Political Affairs) 
Reta Lewis 

(Special Assistant to the President for 
Political Affairs) 


Room 94 OEOB 


Room 115 OEOB 


3 
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11:30 • 12:23 


Myers's Office, WW 


Dee Dee Myers 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Press Seaetaiy) 


12:30 • 1:23 


Room 180 OEOB 


David Dreyer 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Director of Planning) 


1:30 • 2:23 Media Room 180 OEOB 

Jeer EDer 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Director of Media AB’airs) 



4 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

Friday, April 30, 1993 

SCHEDULE FOR HARRY THOMASON AND MARKIE POST 


8:40 


8:45 - 9:15 


9:15 - 9:3(1 


Met at 17lh & G Street entrance of OEOB 

By Reta Learit to (et Thomason and Post 

Meeting wiib Bruce Lindsey White House 

(Senior Advisor to the President) 

Obtain Photo ID 


9 JO - 10:00 Mandv Giundwald 

(Media Consultant) 


Room 472 


10:00 • 11 JO Health Care Group Room 472 

Mandy Crundwald 
(Media Consultant) 

Caner EsJcew 
(Media Consultant) 

JeffTuchman 
(Producer • Consultant) 

Bob Boorstin 

(Special Assistant to the President for 
Policy Coordination) 

CeUa Fiseber 
(Health Care Consultant) 

Melanne Verveer 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Deputy Chief of Staff to the First 
Lady) 

Tom Epstein 

(Special Assistant to tbe President for 
Political Affairs) 


11:20 - 11:40 Break 
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11:40 


1:00 . 


2:00 ■ 


3:25 - 


. 1:00 StheduHng and Advanet 
Marda Hale 

(Assistant to the President and 
Director, Scheduling and Advance) 
Anne Wallejr 

(Deputy Director of Scheduling for the 
President) 

Josh King 

(Deputy Director of Scheduling for the 
President) 

Stephanie Street 

(Deputy Director of Scheduling for the 
President) 

Isabelle Tapia 

(Deputy Assistant to the President for 
Scheduling and Advance) 

Patti Solis 

(Spedal Assistant to the President and 
Director of Scheduling for the First 
Lady) 

1:55 Lunch 

George Stepbanopoulos 

(Assistant to tbe President) 

3:20 SoclaL£]atil2 


Anne Stock 

(Spedal Assistant to the President and 
S^al Seaetary) 


4:00 ComniunicaHons 
Ricid Seidaan 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Deputy Director of Communications) 


Room 472 


White House Mess 


Stock's Offlct, EW 


Seidman's ODce, 
West Wing 


2 
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4:05 • 4:45 Conwiiondtlia! 

John Dwyer 

(Deputy Director of Presidential 
Correspondence) 

4:45 - 5:45 Political Affairs 

Rahm Emanuel 

(Assistant to the President and 
Director, Political Affairs) 

Joan Baggett 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Deputy Director, Political Affairs) 
Reta Lewis 

(Spedai Assistant to the President for 
Political Affairs) 


Room 94 OEOB 


Room 115 OEOB 


3 



389 


SATURDAY MAY 1. 1993 


11 JO • 12^5 Communications Myers’s Omce, WW 

Dee Dee Myen 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Press Secretary) 


12 JO • 1:25 Conveyance of Message Room 180 OEOB 

David Dreyer 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Director of Planning) 


1 JO . 2:25 Media Room 180 OEOB 

Jeff EUer 

(Deputy Assistant to the President and 
Director of Media Affairs) 


4 
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TALKING POI?^ FO R HARRY THOMASON AND MARKIE POST 

Mandv Gnindwald 

Pr<»identia! Image: 

- Where we are, where we should be and bow we get 
there. 


Heallli Ctre Group 

Ccnveyance of health care message: 

• Flan for the introduction of the plan. 

■ Plan for the campaigTi to build support for the 
plan. 

- Health care video. Status, message, production 
issues. 


Sched iiHi t and Advance 

Use of events to shape image and message: 

- Discussion of types of events which should be 
scheduled to maintain and modify image. 

• Advance - how is our picture? Does it convey 

what we want on the T.V. screen? 

• What can advance teams do to set the stage, 

background, foreground, mood and picture in 
the field? 
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• Do we need a picture and event audit where an 

entenainnent industiy professional would 
travel on a number of events and audit our 
program? 

• Do we need to school our advance people in the 

art of creating the picture and setting the 
mood? 


Soclel Events 

Use of While House and other social events: 

• Attached is a partial list of what events have 

occurred at the White House over a three year 
period. Are these events the best use of the 
White House? 


• How should we change the use of the White House? 

• What kinds of social events should we stage 

outside of the White House? Setting the mood 
and staging for these kind of events. 


Communlcallain 

Shaping the cnessage: 

• Direction of the theme of the Presidency and 

communication of that theme through the 
media. 

• Emphasis on direction and means. 

• Where should press conferences with the White 

House press corps occur? 

- Is the staging right for White House press 
conferences? 


2 
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• What picture should be transmitted? Camera 
angle? 


Conrcswndcntt 

Look, feel and message conveyed through White House 
correspondence. 


Political AlTatrs 

Hollywood and the White House: 

• Ways to continue and maintain the relationships 

with Hollywood which were built during the 
campaign. 

• People to whom we should reach out Any fences 

that need mending? 


romtnunicatlons 


Shaping the message: 

• Direction of the theme of the Presidency and 

communication of that theme through the 
media. 

• Emphasis on direction and means. 

• Where should press conferences with the White 

House press corps occur? 

- Is the staging right for White House press 
conferences? 

• What picture should be transmitted? Camera 

angle? 


3 
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rnnvgvanct of Mesiiee 

Maao examination: 

• Better ways to communicate the substance of the 

message and the President 

• New avenues and technologies we can tty to help 

convey to message. 

• How do people perceive messages through T.V. and 

other medium? Best use of words, visuals, 
visual aids,images, sounds and feelings. 

• How can entertainment industiy professionals and 

technidans help. 


Mtdia 


Use of media and technology: 

• Discussion of message and theme of the 

Presidency. 

• Are we state of the an with our use of 

available media and technologies? 

• Better means of communicating with local press. 

• Use of town meetings. Setting the stage, feel 

and picture conveyed in the meetings. Use of 
enteruioment industry production 
techniques. 

- Radio addresses. Any issues? 


4 



394 


April 27, 1993 


MEMORANDUM FOR ADAM GOLOONER 

OFFICE OF POLITICAL AFFAIRS 

FROM: JACQUELINE CRAGC^/ 

OEOB LIBRARY (jSs 

SUBJECT: Recurring White Housa events 


There is no one satisfactory way to answer your request for a 
list of events which occur annually. What I did was scan the 
Public Papers of th e Presidents in two places : Appendix A, 
"Digest of Other White House Announcenents* , which includes the 
president's meetings where he does not have any recorded remarks, 
and the "Documents Categories Index — Addresses and remarks" for 
meetings where he does. This is not a totally accurate source, 
but it is as close as we can get. I scanned three years, 1987, 
1988 and 1989 (Reagan and Bush) . Unfortunately, earlier years of 
the Publ Ic Papers is not structured in a way that would let me 
check Carter or early Reagan. 

The three lists which are attached will need to be compared for 
you to decide which are the annual events. As- you can see, the 
Easter Egg Roll only shows up once and the turkey presentation 
twice, even though we know these are annual events. Other events 
which involve only the First Lady do not appear at all — for 
example, the arrival of the White House Christmas tree. Perhaps 
the Office of the First Lady could help you. I included lots of 
events on the lists which only happen once, but which are annual 
possibilities (poster children, for example). 

I suggest that you contact, if you haven’t already done so, the 
White House Social Office, who might have what you are looking 
for. Another possible source is the Usher's Office. I talked to 
the Photo Office, the president's diarist, and the Curator's 
Office, but no one had such a list. 

Another thing to consider is the various awards which the 
president presents from time to time. I suggest that you contact 
the Executive Clerk's Office for information about those. 
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HHITI HOUSE PHOTO EVENTS, 1989 

Souroas i Publlo Papara of tha Praaldanta. Xppaadix X (Dlgaat of 
Otbar Whlta Houaa XBaauncaaaata) mad OeeuBaat Catagerlaa List, 
Xddraaaaa aad XaaarXa. 

Bata Event 

2/3 Supar Bowl chanplons 

2/16 Eastar Saal Poster Child 

3/3 Hlnnars of Hastinghousa Science Talent Search 

3/24 Daytona 500 winner 

3/27 White Housa Eastar Egg Roll 

4/12 NCAX basketball chanpions (nan's and women's teams) 

5/3 NCXA swimming chanpions 

NCAA hockey champions 
6/16 NCAA baseball champions 

8/1 Barbecue for members of Congress 

10/31 Halloween party for schoolchildren 
11/7 World Series champions 

11/14 Official Christmas Seal presented by American Lung 

Assoc. 

11/17 manksgiving proclamation signing and presentation of 
turkey by National Turkey Federation 
12/11- Congressional Christmas Ball followed in tha next days 
by various Christmas receptions 

12/14 Lighting of National Christmas Tree, Christmas Pageant 
of Peace 

Various dates : crew members of shuttle missions 
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1987 

2/2 National Colleglata Football champions 

2/13 Super Bowl champions' 

2/19 March of Dimes poster child 

4/2 NCAA basketball champions (women) 

4/3 NCAA basketball champions (men) 

7/30 Multiple Sclerosis Mother t Father of the Year 

9/16 Arthritis Foundation poster child 

9/22 Congressional Barbecue 

9/24 Asthma and Allergy Foundation poster child 

10/29 World Series champions 

11/12 Official Christmas Seal presented by American Lung 

Assoc. 

11/19 Epilepsy Foundation poster child 

12/2 NCAA women's field hockey champions 

12/7 Lighting of National Christmas Tree 

12/15 Congressional Christmas ball 

12/16- Christmas parties for vnt press corps, EOF staff 
Occasional: America's Cup winners 
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1988 


1/4 Sports Illustrated Sportsmen and Sportswomen of the 

Year 

1/19 March of Dimes poster child 

1/29 NCAA football champions 

2/3 Super Bowl champions 

2/9 Boy Scouts of America annual report presented 

2/25 Easter Seals presented 

3/8 U.S. Winter Olympic team 

3/17 Shamrocks presented by Irish ambassador 

4/11 NCAA men's and women's basketball teams 

4/14 Teacher of the Year 

4/19 Heisman Trophy winners 

5/5 . NCAA hockey champions 

6/30 Multiple Sclerosis Mother 8 Father of the Year 

7/8 Indianapolis 500 winner 

9/15 Congressional barbecue 

9/28 Boys Club Youth of the Year 

10/24 U.S. Olympic Team 

10/26 World Series Champions 

11/18 Thanksgiving turkey presentation 

11/28 Christmas Seals presentation 

12/4 WH reception for Kennedy Center Honorees 

12/12 Congressional Christmas ball 

12/14,15 WH press corps Christmas party 

12/15 Lighting of National Christmas Tree 

Various Space shuttle crews 
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WHITE HOUSE PROJECT 


MISSION 

We have t«en Invited to study White House procedures In order to Improve the 
use of The White House as a tool lor more clearly defining the philosophy, 
programs and goals of the President, the Rrst Lady, and this administration. 
There Is gnneral consensus that the manner In which the Fust Famtiy chooses to 
use The 'Vhite House will be a signiflcant factor In how many Americans 
perceive t tern. Through the use of White House events, we hope to not only 
create a consistent trademark Image and style lor the Clintons, but also reflect 
their intere st in maMng what is best and brightest In American culture, art, and 
entertainmsnt both accessible and desirable to the public at large. 

In researching ways to use The White House more etieettvely, our methodology 
included: (1) Talking to personnel In each departmenL (2) Talking to people who 
have worked in other administrations, (3) Studying written Information that 
exists on methods used In past administrations. 
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Over the next few weeks, we expect to prepare several papers addressing the 
minutiae of how things might be improved and a bible addressing how to put the 
personal style of the Cllmons, their Intellectual and artistic preferences. Into 
events (both formal and Informal, traditlonai and ground breaking) at The White 
House. However, we think It is very Important to present this first overview now, 
addressing some of the most obvious problems that need to and can be rectified 
Immediately! We are also acutely aware that any plans we discuss and/or 
Implement will probably pertain to all aspects of the system. Therefore, we are 
addressing all aspects of the system. Our goal Is not to inundate you with more 
bureaucracy, but to provide you some real and viable solutions, that will In turn, 
make your task easier. 

CURRENT IMAGE 

Current opinion on the Image of The White House and the staff In general seems 
to be that it Is, In varying degrees, underpeopled, ovenvorked. harried, slightly 
disorganized, reactive, and Inconsistent In style. Now before you throw up your 
hands in despair, that Is only one predominant perception, and certainly not the 
whole story. On the plus side. In terms of sheer human potential, our bounty Is 
great. Throughout our interviews. Inside and outside The White House, 
everyone commented again and again that this particular staff is one of the 
brightest most Industrious, most Innovative and loyal groups to ever Inhabit this 
arena. Also, most Impressive was the fact that In interviewing dozens of sutf 
members over a two day period, not one person tried to blame anyone else in 
any other department for whatever was not working (probably a landmark 
occurrence in Washington fact finding). Instead, every Clinton staffer 
concentrated on candid but positive assessments of how things could be 
Improved. Following the staffs lead, we now Intend to Illuminate the significant 
problems currently and commonly facing us and the most positive and effect've 
ways of correcting them. 

OVERVIEW 

Of all the factors discussed during our research, the decision to reduce White 
House expenditures by 25% appears to have had the most negative Impact on 
current operations. This cut would have been acceptable had It not been 
coupled with new restraints on how public funds may be spent (restraints that 
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did not apply to the last administration). As a result ot tMs coupling, key 
departments have been decimated, sometimes operating staffs only one- fourth 
as large as their predecessors. We cannot over-emphaaize how much the acute 
shortage of personnel is adversely effecting the current day-to-day operations of 
The White House. TMs human deficit has led to a breakdown of communications 
between departments. The breakdown ot communicatlen has led to a 
permanent reactive mode In wMch tar too much tima and energy is spent 
responding to dally crises rather than creating new Ideas and planning posMvs 
long range, Interlocking muttt-categwied events. The breakdown of long-range 
event planning has robbed the President and Rrst Lady of a consistent original 
style and identity for which they have always been known. It Is imperative that 
we now create an environment in which their very orij^nal personal style. 
Innovative character, keen Intellect and sincere appreciation lor social, culturai 
and artistic endeavor and achievement can flourish. 

We will briefly present an ovenriew of each department In this paper and we win 
only mention the major Items that we think can be addressed immediately. 
Frankly, there Is nothing you can or probably should do to reverse the budget 
cuts. But while you are learning to function with what budget you have, we wiD 
be Investigating an Independent source ot financing which. If Implemented, 
would allow many of you to increase the number of people on your staffs, at 
least for the duration of this very crucial and dellnlng first year. 

SCHEDUUNG AND ADVANCE 

A heavy burden falls on this department in maners of day to day operations. 

It Is one of the departments most affected by the cutback. There are currently 
only four full time advance people (compared to approximately fifteen {15} In the 
past two administratfons). 

The image presented by Scheduling and Advance at various functions and 
events Is sometimes Inferior because they are so overwhsimod by the number of 
events that they can only concentrate on the execution of the event and not the 
visuals. Advance Is also getting very little lead time on the schedule because 
there seems to be a decision closure problem on events. Mol necessarily the 
major decisions but minor ones that still effectively stall this unft. 
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There is no slot for a recepKonist for this department This Job Is filled by 
volunteers and therefore continuity is disrupted. This is compounded by the 
amazing fact that the phones have no message center capability. 

Knowing that we are only hitting the broad strokes and wfll address minutiae 
later, we make the foOowIng recommendations fw this department 

1. Immediately Install message capability on the departments phones. 

2. Immediately add three (3) fun time advance people 

3. Hire one (1) additional advance person that does nothing except oversee 
visual (sncepts of the events. We would be happy to offer names for this 
position if requested. 

4. Other departments that create events should strive to effect long range 
plans iind communicate these {^ans to tNs department We should be 
seeing aowds of twenty and thirty thousand on the road Instead of the 
four and five thousand we are seeing now. The crowds stffl want to turn out 
but ou' lack of time severely inhibits our crowd builders. 

5. Finally we should Immediately hold a seminar for our advance teams on 
how to get the rrKst appealing visuals from our events. This Is one of the 
FEW vfays we can use members of the Hollywood community. We are 
assured the best and brightest art directors and set decorators would be 
glad to devote a day of their time to this project. 

COMMUNICi AWN 

We have ocmblned communications, message and media Into one category for 
this preliminary paper. A more detailed paper will follow. 

These Dep;irtments also suffer from being understaffed . This point Is most 
dramaticallj confirmed by the fact that this group has three (3) lull time 
speechwrite s as opposed to the twelve (12) that the last occupants of the White 
House had. We noticed In examining the schedule that there were eight major 
speeches Ir one six day period. To say this Is overload for three speechwriters 
(and the President for that matter) would be putting It mildly. We also looked at a 
list of all Ccinceled events of the past several months. They ranged from a 
canceled Town Meeting to a Union Station train appearance and represented 
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dozens ol wasted manhours preparing tor these events. Since this staff Is 
operating with fewer people, long range planning becomes even more critical so 
that we might avoid wasted effoa 

We win repeat that everyone seems to have a feeHng that we are unfocused at 
the moment rm sure that everyone has heard this ad naseum and It desenres 
no further discussion here other than to say maybe the message should be, * It's 
the focus, stupidT. 

Continuing to point out the obvious we would like to remind everyone that the 
campaign vras most successful when large numbers of people had pertinent 
InformaUon. Richard Nixon once said that during the campaign everybody talks 
to each otfier but when they get to Washington they quit talking and start 
reading the Wrishlngton Post Nixon was right, so quit reading the Post and start 
communlcafnjii 

It Is not in our Mission to suggest policy decisions to communication but we 
would like to o.fer the following Items for your considerations. 

1 . A repr Kcntative of the speechwrtters should be In senior staff meetings. 
Great :ind eloquent speeches need time to incubate and attendance 

at the: a meetings will give the speediwrlters a much better overview of 
what they lave to plan lor In the long nm 

2. Lookiig at past White House Schedules our group beDeves that the 
numtxir oi events the President Is scheduled for should be cut by twenty 
live pc rce Tt. We know It Is hard to enforce this kind of schedule but you will 
ultima ety have to do It so you might as well start now. 

3. We p opr se that for obvious reasons you add two (2) members to the 
writers giaip. 

SOCIAL E'/eSTS 

This depanme it more than any other conveys the Image of the President and 
First Lady. Thtira is also no department that has a greater need to Imow what is 
going on. linfo'tunately this seems to be the departmem that Is last to get the 
word. 
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Of all the social events held at the White House there has only been enough 
lead time to send written invitations to FOUR events. This is the most damming 
Indictment of the lack of long range planning. 

This department has NO advance people as opposed to three full time advance 
people assigned to the previous administration. The lack of advance people 
and the continuing habit of over scheduling the number of events leads to the to 
the East Wing looking more like a catering hall than part of The White House, tf 
this continues. The White House will only be defined by the numbers of events 
rather than the style and grace of those events. This Is not the definition this 
administration wants. Also the severe over scheduling does not allow The 
President and The First Lady the flexibility they would like. 

Photo opportunities have gotten out of hand. Sometimes as many as two 
hundred people participate taking hours rather than the fifteen minutes allotted. 
You can not have It both ways. You either have to give the proper amount of time 
or be realistic about the number of people you can schedule. 

The Kennedy Center box should be handled under this Department in 
association with the Political Department. Much thought should be given to who 
sits In the box. Historically it has been used as a very effective tool. Currently 
people outside the White House think the box Is now a liability since It 
sometimes remains offensively empty at important events. 

We offer the following suggestions. 

1. Add two (2) advance people to the staff. 

2. Include the Social Director in senior staff meetings. 

3. Give the Soda! Director more power to curb the continuing over - 
scheduling of White House events. 

4 . During photo opportunities, always ANNOUNCE the President rather than 
let him Just wander In. Besides being more appropriate to the office It win 
save several hours of lime per week and give more clarity to the event 

5. Transfer the management of the Kennedy Center box to the Social 
Director in consultation with the Poiiflcat Affairs Department 
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6. It is imperative that all department heads contact the Social Director 
BEFORE scheduFing any event In the residence. 

CORRESPONDENCE 

The Correspondence Department is the trxMt overloaded department o( ail. The 
mail is arriving at a rats of forty five thousand letters a day. This Is double the 
amount of mail any previous President has received. So far only about sbcty five 
hundred a day can be answered. Taking bito consideration that approximately 
twenty live thousand are mall-ln propaganda pieces, we are falling behind at a 
rate of tNrteen thousand five hundred per dayl 

Because It is so seriously understaffed, the department is In danger of having to 
destroy hundreds of thousands of pieces of mall that have not even been read 
much less answered. The thought of destroying mall quantWes this large is 
demoralizing to this department as well as the First Family. What should be 
demoralizing to everyone Is the tact that tor each letter destroyed there Is one 
more angry person out there who probably voted for President Clinton . It Is a 
name also lost to the data base for the next campaign. 

Steps should be taken to increase the communication between this department 
and other White House groups. Correspondence is one of the White House's 
most valuable assets and should be respected as such. We should also seek to 
build and use this data base In our Image nuking plan. 

We offer the following suggestions. 

1. Add seventy live (75) full time employees lor a limited lime In order to 
reduce the bacUoad of mall. 

2. Find office space to house (he additional people. This space will probably 
have to be offsite. 

3. Indude Correspondence in senior staff meetings. 

4. Spedal letters should be handled In a more timely maruier. They 
should not languish on the President's desk. 

5 . Boost this unit's morale and the WMte House press Image by getting 
some of the more successful pieces of correspondence Into the media 
stream. 
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HARRY THOMASON 


PRESIDENTIAL 
INAUGURAL 
COMMITTEE $$$ 
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PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURAL COMMITTEE 
AND FUNDING OF WHITE HOUSE 
"VOLUNTEERS" 


”Tues ajiL 5/11 {93| *Mtg ninth Berman, ThomaMin, Watkins in 
David's office to ifiscuss possible uws of PIC money to support WH 
goals and/or operations, including correspondence response backlog 
and advance." 

First calendar entry in Vince Foster's Travel Office file 
labelled, "Attorney Qient Privileged in anticipation of 
litigation 


"Q - intent to reprogram travel....can be paid by 3rd parties" 

PIC = C4 ... can give to C3 and U.S. govt...Greater Washington Fdn 
- C3 a vehicle to give $$ without setting up own fdn" 

Entries in Vince Foster diary 


"We realize we have proposed adding personnel even though there 
is no money to do so. Unless staff mernbers have a better 
suggestion, we propose that Presidential Inaugural Commission 
surplus funds be transferred to the Presidential Inaugural Foundation 
which is qualified as tax-exempt under the IRS code. By amending 
the Articles of Incorporation, we could start an "intem" or "scholar" 
program. These people hired under the program could then be 
utilized as needed on the staff. We have addttianal infarmation on 
how to accomplish this task on hie." ^ 

"White House Project" memo by Harry Thomason 
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TO: Vince Foster 

David WatXins 

FROM: Kike Bersan 

DATE: May 18« 1993 

SUBJECT; Attached 


1 an enl^arrassed for tht» delay but as you know other activity has 
interfered with getting tn this. This Is a first cut done at 
about 5:00 a.Q. this sorn.ng for you all to reflect on. I will do 
an additional cut on Thitruday. 

Please let ne know if your notes reflect that I have left 
anything out. 1 have co»Bisnts on a nuaber of these questions and 
will add thea on Thursd/iy. 

We will want to go over tiis stuff with Deborah and with Lynn. 
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TkZ LniEXiiTBIM Groct, Irc. 


f.« TMNSMISSJON 



li you ^ave any .; j>rsiions Of problems vvrth this trarsmission, 
pease call (202) 728-1100 
! \ C NUMBER (202) 728-1123 
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m M-g » P « 

TO: 

Vince Foster 


Mike Bezaan 

FROM: , 

Mike Beman 

DATE: 

Kay K. 1993 

SUBJECT: 

Issues for possible review by OLC 


Our Boat recant diacusaion reaultad in several Issues that 
should be reviewed by tl.e VAiite House Counsel's Office and the 
Office of Legal Counsel In the Departaent of Justice. 

In all of these situ.itions the priaary issue is whether or 
not the activity or fun>lE provided by a non-governaental source 
will result in a prohibltiid augaentation of appropriations. 

There is also the i.s>ue of constraints that are placed by 
lav on the activities of certain exeapt organizations. 

It is assximed that all of the volunteered efforts or funds 
will be directed to supporting official activities not political 
activities, fiy official I cean activities that could be paid for 
with appropriated funds. 

Schedullmi and advance 

1) May a SOl(e) (3) or a SOl(c) (4) properly provide voluntary 
advance s'srviees to the White House by hiring a consulting firn 
that woul'l essentially pi ovide "turnkey" advance of particular 
events with supervision hy White House staff aembers? 

2 ) Is it possible foi i, S01(c)(3) or a 501(c)(4) to hire 
individuals and nake tt^en available as volunteers, essentially on 
a full ti.ve basis, to ad'-ance official trips? 

Is it possible for ’;hose same organizations to pay the 
expenses of those volunteers while they are advancing including 
travel, living accooedet ions, food, local transportation etc. 

Is it possible for :hose organizations to pay so-called 
"event costs" includin',' sound systeos, lights, staging, 
advertising etc? 
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3) Is it possibls to use excess canpalgn funds In the Gore for 
Senate Cocinittee, The Clinton for President committee and the 
Clinton/Qore General Gle^rt-on Compliance Fund to pay the costs of 
scheduling and advancing official trips including salaries, 
transportation and livin>( •ixpenses for advance people and event 
costs? 

4) If it is possible fiir a tax exempt organization to provide 
volunteers on its payroll to serve as advance people would it be 
permissible for excess campaign funds to be used to pay the 
expenses of those volunteer advance people and event costs? 

5) If a tax-exempt organization can provide persons on its 
payroll as voluteers can it pay the costs of recruiting and 
training people in the art and techniques of advance? (These 
costs would include the salaries of recruiters and trainers, 
travel expenses for recruiters and potential advance people whs 
are coming to training sessions and the costs of training.) 

6 ) May a S01(c)(l) or a 501(c) (4)organize events around the 
country for the purpose ot promoting public interest in 
legislative initiatives pi oposed by the President? Promotion of 
events would include. . .all event costs, all costs relating to 
teams of people to organiie such events 

Providino volunteers 

1) Kay a S0l(c)(31 or a 501(c)(4) operate a program whereby it 
will pay individuals regu ar salaries and then provide those 
individuals as volunteos to various offices in the White House 
ranging from speechwrit tn-(, to correspondence processing, to 
scheduling and advancing -.o general staff wor)t. 

Pelationship between or- ja ■ lizatlons and the White House 

1) Assuming that a 50i(:)(3) or a SOI (c)(4) may engage in any 
or all of the activities lescribed above are there any 
limitations on the relati inship between the White House and those 
organizations? 


2 
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1) May a 501(c)(3) or a 501(c)(4) properly provide voluntary 

advance services to the fchiite House by hiring a consulting firs 
that "would essentially provide “turnkey" advance of particular 
events with supervision by White House staff members? tui 

2) / Is it possible foi i. 501(e)(3) or a 501(c)(4) to hire 
individuals and make tlicri available as volunteers, essentially on 
a full time basis, to advance official trips? 

^ Is it possible for '-jiase same organizations to pay the 
expenses of those volunteers while they are advancing including x 

travel, living acconedat ions, food, local transportation etc. 

C.' Is it possible for :hosc organisations to pay so-called 
"event costs* including sound systems, lights, staging, y o. 

advertising etc? o 

3) Is it possible to use excess campaign funds in the Gore for y 
Senate Committee, The Clinton for President Committee and the uxW'' 
Clinton/'Iore General. Elei;t .on Compliance Fund to pay the costs of 
scheduling and advancing o-'flcial trips including salaries, 
transportation and living ‘ixpenses for advance people and event 
costs? 

4) If it is possible f,ir a tax exempt organization to provide 

volunteers on its payroll to serve as advance people would it )3e ^ 

permissible for excess campaign funds to be used to pay the ,)>"(^ 

expense!^ of those volunteer advance people and event costs? 

5) If a tax-exempt organization can provide persons on its 
I>ayroll as voluteers oan it pay tha costs of recruiting and 
training people in the art and techniques of advance? (These 
costs would include the salaries of recruiters and trainers, 
travel expenses for recruiters and potential advance people who 
are coming to training sessions and the costs of training.) 

S) Ma/ a 501(c)(3) or a 501 (c) (4)organize events around the 
country for the purpose oj promoting public interest in 
legislative initiatives pi oposed by the President? Promotion of 
events would include. al) event costs, all costs relating to 
teams c( people to organiie such events 


1) Hiy a S01(c)(3) or a 501(c)(4) operate a program whereby it 
will p; y individuals regu ar salaries and then provide those 
indivic uals as volunteeis to various offices in the White House 
ranging from speec-hu-r it i ng, to correspondence processing, to 
schedu.ing and advancing .o general staff work. 


Relati inshi 


etveer orianzat 



1) Assuming that a 50i(:)(3) or a 501(c)(4) may engage in any 
or all of the activities lescribed above are there any 
limitations on the relaci jnship between the White House and those 
organizations? 
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Wt MORAHOCM 


TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 


Vinca Foster 
David Watkins 

Kike Bersan 

May 23, 1993 

Attached 


Attnchad is a 2nd draft of possible Issues to be reviewed by 
OLC. Thill replaces the first list that I forwarded. 
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tLJl. H 0 B-& P B-g H 

SUBJECT: 2nd draft of lat.uas for rovlnr by OLC 
DATE: May 23, 1993 


in all of than* altuttlona tha primzy Issua la whether or 
not the activity or funds provided by a non-^ovemaental source 
will result in a prohibitfd augaentatlon of appropriations. 

Thera is also the istue of constraints that are placed by 
lav on the activities of certain exempt organizations. 

It is assuned that all of the volunteered efforts or funds 
vill be directed to suppozting official activities not political 
Bcrtivitles. By official I seen activities that could be paid for 
with appropriated funds. 

Scheduling and advance 

1) May a 5Cl(c)(3) or a S0l(c)(4) properly provide voluntary 
advance services to the White Rouse by hiring a consulting fiza 
that will essentially provide 'turnkey* advance of particular 
events with with or without the supervision by Nhitc House staff 
nenbers? 

The services provided might include recruitment and 
training of advance people, cost of transportating advance people 
to and from the loc^ation of events to be advanced, costs 
associated with putting on the event such as sound systems, 
lights, staging, advertising etc. 

If not all of the services could be provided through such a 
contract. . .what services could be provided? 

2) Is it possible for a 301(c)(3) or a 501(c)(4) to hire 
individuals and make thcin available as volunteers, essentially on 
a full time basis, to advance official trips? 

Is it possible for chose same organizations to pay the 
expenses of those volunteers while they are advancing including 
travel, living accomodations, food, local transportation etc. 
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Is it possibls tor tlioss or^anizstiona to pay so-callad 
■evant costs" including sound systaas, lights, staging, 
advartiaing ate? 

3) Is it possible to use excess caapaign funds in the Sore for 
Senate CoBBittea, The Clinton for President CoBalttee and the 
Clinton/Core General Elec1:ion Coapliance Fund to pay the costs of 
scheduling and advancing official trips including salaries, 
transportation and living expenses for advance people and event 
costs? 

4) If it is possible tor a tax exaapt organization to provide 
volunteers on its payroll to serve as advance people would It be 
peraissible for excess campaign funds to be used to pay the 
expenses of those volunteer advance people and event costa? 

5) If a tax-exeapt orgarlzation can provide persons on its 
payroll as voluteers can it pay the costs of recruiting and 
training people in the art and techniques of advance? (These 
costs would include the salaries of recruiters and trainers, 
travel expenses for recruiters and potential advance people who 
are coning to training sessions and the costs of training.) 

6) May a 501(e)(3) or a 501 (c) (4)organize events around the 
country for the purpose of proaoting public interest in 
legislative initiatives proposed by the President? Proaotion of 
events would include. . .all event costs, all costs relating to 
teaas of people to organize such events 

Providing volunteers 

1) May a 5Cl(c)(3) or a 301(c)(4) operate a prograa whereby It 
will pay individuals regal ir salaries and then provide those 
individuals as volunteera to various offices in the White House 
ranging froa speechwriting, to correspondence processing, to 
scheduling and advancing ti general staff worlc. 

Vendor services 

1) Hay a S01(c)(3) or n 301(c)(4) hire a private fim that 
provides aail handling sxr/ices and volunteer the services of 
that coapany's correspo'idance handling services to the White 
House? 

Does it Ba)ce any dirfarence whether the services would be 
provided in non-govern»eiit facilities rather than White House or 
other government offices' 

If the pri'/ate fim cm not provide full services, can the 
private firm provide personnel only to the White House, the 


2 
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ooapany bclnq paid for tikiiM aervicM by tba tax exanpt 
organicaclon? 

Balatlonahlp batwaan oraaiilzatlona and tha White House 

1) Assunlng that a 501 (<:) (3) or a 501(c)(4) nay engage in any 
or all of tha activltiaii rtaacrlbad above are there any 
linltationa on the pemiaulble relationship between White House 
officials and thoaa organisations? 


- 3 
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Mr. PoDESTA. Mr. Thomason and Ms. Post were in the White 
House for a couple of days. They had some meetings. They were 
dealing largely with communications questions about how the 
White House projected itself, its communication, its voice. 

Mr. Thomason, as you know, is a skilled television producer. So 
I think it was — I think that’s a fair characterization of what he was 
doing there and what the, quote. White House Project was all 
about. 

Mr. Clinger. Were you aware, though, that he was in fact at 
least soliciting or exploring the possibility of getting a sole-source 
contract to provide travel services for the White House? Were you 
aware of that? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Sole-source contract for travel service for the 
White House? 

Mr. Clinger. Yes. 

Mr. Podesta. No. I think that inaccurately — I think what he was 
talking about is the GSA contract. I was aware that Mr. Martens 
was trying to solicit a contract from GSA and that Mr. Martens — 
and Mr. Thomason was helping him to try to do that. 

Mr. Clinger. My time has expired. 

I would now yield to the gentlelady from Illinois. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

At one point, Mr. Chairman, you suggested that this hearing is 
not related to the criminal trial of Mr. Dale. I would like to ask 
unanimous consent that a letter dated October 12 that you sent to 
Deputy Attorney General Gorelick be in the record. 

In this extraordinary letter, you directly infer that they inter- 
fered with the criminal trial by suggesting that the Justice Depart- 
ment is withholding documents from Mr. Dale’s lawyers. You also 
make a request on behalf of Mr, Dale’s lawyer to provide him with 
a copy of the Office of Professional Review report, which the Justice 
Department had refused. So let me respectfully suggest that this 
committee investigation is directly interfering in this case and that 
your letter is evidence of that relationship, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CUNGER. If the gentlelady would yield, that letter was delib- 
erately done confidentially so that 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Well, will I get more time if I yield 
to you? 

Mr. Clinger. Just to respond. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Well, Mr, Chairman, let me go on 
with my questions then, if you don’t mind. 

Mr. Waxman. Regular order of unanimous consent request, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Unanimous consent request, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Thank you. 

[The letter referred to follows:] 
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October 12, 1995. 

The Honorable Jamib S. Gorelick, 

Deputy Attorney General, 

Department of Justice, 

10th & Constitution Avenue, Northwest, 

Washinaton, DC. 

Dear Ms. Gorelick: In the courae of reviewing documents to prepare for the 
Committee’s October 24, 1996 hearing on the White House Travel Office matter, the 
Committee’s Chief Investigative Counsel brought several documents to my attention 
that appear to contain material subject to Brcidy v. Maryland. 

Althou^ the issues we Intend to discuss during the Committee’s hearing do not 
involve the Justice Department’s two-count embezzlement charge against Mr. BiUy 
Dale, we feel it is our obligation to bring these documents to your attention. One 
of the enclosed documents is an example of material found in the personal hand- 
written notes of the White House Counsel Office Associate Counsel and may not 
have been produced to the Public Inteqrity Section.^ 

The first document is the handwritten notes of Associate White House Counsel, 
William Kennedy, III. The statement: 

Found a Petty cash Notebook “w/envelope in the front — ^behind credenza be- 
hind Billy R. Dale. Anyone in the office can gain entry to petty cash. . . . 
directly goes to Mr. Dale’s publicly disclosed defense that the missing pages of his 
TCtty caM notebook were placed in an envelope and then disai^ared from the cre- 
denza behind where he sat. As wu know, the Department of Justice has argued 
that this defense has no basis in fact, and thus, should not be permitted. 

The second document is an FBI e-mail written on July 16, 1993, which states that 
the: 

WMFO has also determined that the ^tty cash log covering the period prior 
to 1/92 is “missing.” Interviews of other Travel Office employees who have been 
interviewed indicates that the log disappeared approximately the time that 
Catherine Cornelius started working in the Travel Office. . . . 

Finally, I have attached a letter sent to my staff from Mr. Dale’s attorney request- 
ing access to the Office of Professional Responsibility Review, staff met witn the 
Chief of Public Inte^ty to discuss protocols for interviews of FBI Agents who are 
also involved in the investigation of the embezzlement case. They a^ed to D^art- 
ment of Justice presence at these interviews. 'They were informed that the OPR Re- 
port was being withheld by the Criminal Division because of the possible unfavor- 
able press for the prosecution that would result from its release as well as a claim 
that Its release “would harm the criminal case.” Again, I must question whether this 
“harmful information” is not the very reason the Supreme Court found that such 
material must be turned over to the defense prior to trial. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I look forward to your response. 

Sincerely, 

WiLUAM F. Clinger, Jr., 

Chairman. 


^We are mindful of the difficulties the Public Integrity Section has experienced in obtaining 
documents from the White House Counsel’s OfRce that relate to this matter. The Vince Foster 
'Travel OITice file was not produced in its entirety to Public Integrity until July, 19M, after it 
was publicly disclosed. 
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EZ004340 

[Document Reviewed at DOJ 8/23/95— Access Only Docs] 

From: Carl 

To: Kubic/Dorch 

Date: Fri 7/16/93 1:06p.m. 

Subj: WHTO Update 

WMFO has confirmed that subject Billy Dale, the former Director of the Travel 
Office withdrew $2600 in cash from his White House Credit Union account on 6/ 
14/93 following his being questioned by auditors regarding a check payable to ‘petty 
cash." The check was entered on a petty cash log as having been written for $2,000 
when in fact it was written for $5,000. On 5/15i^3 Dale gave the auditors an enve- 
lope containing $2800 in cash which he claimed had been in his desk for approxi- 
mately 6 months. Dale claimed the cash was the balance of funds from the petty 
cash obtained from above check. 

WMFO has also determined that the petty cash log covering the period prior to 
1/92 is “missing.” Interviews of other Travel Office employees who have been inter- 
viewed indicates that the log dis^peared at approximately the time that Catherine 
Cornelius started working in the Travel Office. Cornelius has turned over all records 
which she had taken home during the period she was working at the Travel Office 
and the log book was not among the documents turned over by ner. 

Preliminary review of the financial records of Travel Office has failed to reveal 
any confirmation that the checks written to cash correspond with trips taken by the 
White House. 

WMFO has scheduled an interview of John McSweeney the remaining Travel Of- 
fice employee for this afternoon. Efforts to interview David Watkins, Harry 
Thomason and Darnell Martens are continuing. 


May 21, 1993. 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN PODESTA 
FROM: LEE JOHNSON 
SUBJECT: TRAVEL OFFICE FILES 

Thursday morning May 20th, Catherine Cornelius requested boxes from this of- 
fice. They were sent to her the same morning. We have heard nothing from her 
since. We are, of course, concerned about the disposition of Travel Office files. I’ve 
left phone messarcs with Steve Neuwirth three times, beginning Ihursday evening, 
and nave received no reply. These calls were made because for obvious reasons we 
believe that there must tc rigid procedures established regarding the storage and 
handling of these records. Terry and 1 agree that these files are definitely Presi- 
dential records. 

What else can we/should we do? 


Tighe, Patton, Tabackman & Babin, L.L.P., 

Washington, DC, 
September 19, 1995. 


Barbara Bracher, Esq., 

Chief Inveatimttve Counsel, 

Government Reform and Oversight Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, 

2157 Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 


Re: United States v. Billy Ray Dale, Crim. No. 94—469 (GK) 

Dear Ms. Bracher: 'Hiis firm represents the defendant, Billy Ray Dale, in the 
case United States v. Billy Ray Dale, currently pending trial on October 26, 1995, 
in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia. As the enclosed 
pleadings filed by the defense demonstrate, there is a substantial reason to believe 
that certain records that are material to the defense of Mr. Dale were removed from 
the Travel Office in May, 1993. Recent press reports disclose that your Conrunittee 
is in possession of a re[Mrt prepared by the Office of Professional Itesponsibility of 
the Department of Justice, which addresses the termination of my client and the 
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conduct of certain White House ofhcials in connection with that action. Press reports 
also disclose that your Committee has a log of documents prepared in the course 
of the White House internal investigation of that action. 

It is imperative that I obtain any and all documents that describe the actions of 
certain White House officials, including but not limited to Patsy Thomasson and 
David Watkins, taken in connection with the termination of my client. The above- 
described OPR reMrt and log clearly fall within that description. Accordingly, I am 
requesting that the Committee release to me a copy of the report and log as well 
as any other documents in possession of the Committee that describe the conduct 
of White House officials in connection with the decision to terminate the employees 
of the Travel Office. 

Your prompt attention to this matter will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours. 


ISteven C. Tabackman. 


Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Ms. Kingsbury, you have been in- 
volved in the GAO Travel Office investigation for more than 2 
years now. Would it be accurate to say that Mr. Phil Larsen, the 
former chief investigator of the committee, attended many of the 
meetings you had with congressional staff during the time period 
that GAO was performing its review and that he took a very active 
role in this investigation? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Yes, ma’am, that would be accurate. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. And for the purpose of this current in- 
vestigation, weren’t you interviewed by Mr. I^rsen? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Who else in GAO was interviewed by 
him? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Two other staff members who worked on the as- 
si^ment with me. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Did anyone on the committee ever dis- 
cuss with you during this time his position in the White House dur- 
ing the previous administrations? 

Ms. IOngsbury. During the time of the interviews? 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Yes. 

Ms. Kingsbury. It did not particularly come up during the time 
of the interviews. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. At any other time? 

Ms. Kingsbury. During the job— well, we had had dealings with 
Mr. Larsen in his former position on previous jobs, so we knew he 
had had a position at the White House. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Did you 

Ms. Kingsbury. Our understanding was that it was associated 
with the personnel function. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Did you know that he was a deputy 
director for the Financial Management Division with responsibility 
for the White House Travel Section? 

Ms. Kingsbury. At that time I did not know that, no, sir — no, 
ma’am. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. OK. 

Mr. Waxman. Did she know it later? 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Did you know it later than that time? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Not until about 4 days ago. 

Mrs. CoLUNS OF Illinois. OK. If Mr. Larsen worked for the 
Greneral Accounting Office, would he have been able to participate 
in any major way in the Travel Office investigation? 
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Ms. Kingsbury. It would depend on the scope of the investiga- 
tion. We were not looking at the activities of the Travel Office at 
the time that Mr. Larsen apparently held the position that had 
something to do with travel. We would have examined that issue 
at the time the job started and decided whether there was a con- 
flict. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. I have here a copy of the GAO hotline 
complaint, Ms. Kingsbury. Could you briefly describe the allega- 
tions that were raised in that particular complaint? 

Ms. Kingsbury. The complaint took the form of a letter to Mr. 
Bowsher, si^ed “a concerned citizen,” and it included several alle- 
gations having to do with receipt of tickets to sporting events at 
the Capital Center, RFK Stadium, and fishing parties on the 
Chesapeake Bay, and I am reading directly from the document it- 
self. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. While you are reading, would you also 
read the date of the document. 

Ms. Kingsbury. October 3, 1988. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Thank you. 

Ms. Kingsbury. It also suggested that Pan American World Air- 
ways, which was providing a great deal of travel service at the 
time, was obtaining that business without competitive price and 
that they were providing gifts for the travelers as a part of those 
trips. There were also some allegations about upgrading services 
being provided. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. I ask unanimous consent that this 
document that she has just spoken about also be made a part of 
the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection, I will enter it, although I would 
indicate to the gentlelady tnat this line of questioning really is be- 
yond the scope of the focus of this hearing. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. It is in the GAO report, Mr. Chair- 
man. And also, in your press release that you sent out, you said 
hearings were needed to air the facts. So we are just airing the 
facts, Mr. Chairman. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

October 3, 1988. 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher, 

Comptroller General of the United States, 

General Accounting Office, 

441 G Street, NW, 

Washington, DC. 

Sir: a conflict of interest exists in the White House transportation office and 
should be investigated. 

1. Mr. Bamaby L. Brasseux has been employed in the transportation office for the 
past 5 or so years. 

2. Mrs. Fran Brasseux is employed ^ Pan American World Airways, as Manager, 
Sales/Promotions, in the Washington, D.C. office. 

3. During the ^riod of Mr. Brasseuxs’ employment, members of the White House 
transportation office staff, “token” members of the Office of Administration staff, 
Press Office staff and Counsel Office staff, have been “guests” of Pan American at 
sorting events at the Capitol Center, RFK Stadium and at fishing parties on the 
Chesapeake Bay. 

4. For the past three and a half years, the White House press charters, have been 
offered directly to Pan American World Airways, without consulting with different 
airlines for a conopetative price. “Gifts” for the travelling press on oversea's trips are 
ordered by the White House transportation office, billed to Pan American World Air- 
ways, and then added to the price of the charter. 
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5. Mr. Brasaeux has passed out Pan American World Airways “up-grading” chits 
to selected friends and senior staff members that might improve his position in the 
White House transportation office. These chits if passed out at all, should be passed 
out to everyone being booked on Pan American World Airways flints, not a select 
few people. 

6. Mr. Brasseux used his and his wife’s position to establish “frequent flyer” up- 
dating for Mr. Larry Speakes and Mr. Donald Regan prior to their leaving the White 
House. 

Fm sure that this matter should be investigated and corrective action taken. 

Sincerely, 


A Concerned Citizen. 


Mrs. Collins of Illinois. The GAO report states that the 
Reagan White House counsel reviewed the allegations by interview- 
ing the Travel Office employees in 1989 but concluded that the al- 
legations were not substantiated and closed the matter without any 
further action. 

Now some of the allegations of taking mfts from contractors went 
beyond the Travel Office but to the Office of the Administration 
and even the Counsel’s Office itself; is that not correct, Ms. 
Kingsbury? 

Ms. Kingsbury. There is reference in the letter to other people 
being involved in accepting these, yes. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Well, wasn’t it inappropriate for the 
Reagan White House to assign to officers accused of taking gifts 
the responsibility to investigate those same allegations in another 
office? 

Ms. Kingsbury. The documents that we have don’t make it clear 
exactly who the people were who did the investigation. I think one 
would normally stay away from that kind of a relationship how- 
ever. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. I also have the notes of the interview 
with Mr. Dale, and I assume you have reviewed these notes from 
that so-called investigation. Doesn’t Mr. Dale admit to having ac- 
cepted gifts from airlines doing business with his office, including 
fishing trips and the sporting events tickets that you just spoke 
about/ 

Ms. Kingsbury. Yes, ma’am. 

Mr. Clinger. This is now getting into an area that I think I have 
tried to keep off limits here, because we do not want to discuss in 
any sense the pending trial of Mr. Dale or any charges that he 
might be accused of. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Well, Mr. Chairman, since we are 
having a hearing 2 days before the trial, it seems to me we would 
not have had this hearing until after the trial if this were your pri- 
mary concern and that you would not have sent the letter to Mrs. 
Gorelick. 

Mr. Clinger. My primary concern is to avoid doing anything 
that would jeopardize 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. This has nothing to do with that, Mr. 
Chairman. And, you know, you are on my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Now, Mr. Shaheen, you wrote in a memo last July to Mr. David 
Margolis, the Associate Deputy Attorney General, that the White 
House had been uncooperative during OPR’s review. The minority 
members of this committee had requested that Mr. Margolis be in- 
vited to accompany you to discuss this memorandum, but we were 
denied that opportunity. 
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The question I would like to have asked Mr. Margolis was this; 
Since the Deputy Attorney General had requested this review, was 
the Office of the Deputy Attorney General ever requested to contact 
the White House to complain about lack of cooperation? 

When we learned that he had not been invited to attend today, 
we asked him that question directly, and his answer was no. Nei- 
ther you, Mr. Shaheen, nor any member of the OPR staff ever 
asked the deputy’s office to complain to the White House. 

Mr. Margolis did state that OPR was becomine frustrated by the 
pace with which interviews were being schedmed but that OPR 
was never denied an interview that it requested. 

Therefore, I would suggest that if a serious problem did in fact 
exist with cooperation, the obvious way to correct it would have 
been a phone call to Mr. Maraolis or another official from the dep- 
uty’s office. That was never asxed for. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleladys time has expired, and I would now 
recognize the gentlelady from Maryland, Mrs. Morelia, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. Morella. 'Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, I think that in line with what had been stated, I 
think Mr. Podesta at some point had investigated, you know, the 
White House in terms of looking internally for investigations and 
who should be doing it. 

But I wanted to pick up on what Mr. Moran had said about the 
fact that these employees were excepted service employees so they 
served at the pleasure of. Indeed, I think that after 9 to 33 years 
of service, that the highest office of the land should have treated 
these people far better. In fact, I think in a GAO report the insen- 
sitivity of the treatment of these employees is pointed out and is 
emphasized. 

You know, at the same time that we talk about them serving at 
the pleasure of the President, the vey length of their service sug- 
gests that they served any number of the administrations and the 
press corps which covered them and they served them with distinc- 
tion. 

I’m assuming, of course, that had the White House 'Travel Office 
employees not been competent, don’t you think that the press corps 
itself would have called for their removal years ago? 

'Therefore, why wasn’t there — and I guess I would be asking you, 
Mr. Podesta — why wasn’t there more of an effort to remove them 
in a manner that would be done such as reduction in force or some- 
thing like that? 

Mr. Podesta. Well, I think that the Travel Office staff served the 
press corps, I don’t disagree with that, and I think that there were 
not complaints from the press corps about how they served the 
press corps. 

Mrs. Morella. Right. 

Mr. Podesta. That I think that our report pointed out that they 
were dismissed with insensitivity and that it could have been done 
in a manner that was much more sensitive to their needs, and I 
think especially with regard to the disclosure of the FBI investiga- 
tion which had begun by that date, that was inappropriate, and, as 
I said, Mr. McLarty apologized for it publicly. I would agree with 
you. 
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Mrs. Morella. You would certainly agree that the Travel Office 
was not handled in a proper fashion? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I would say that everyone in the White House does 
know that they serve at the pleasure of the President, it is not the 
Federal civil service, and people do have that expectation that to- 
morrow they can be dismissed, and those are the 

Mrs. Morella. We know these things can be done 

Mr. PoDESTA. Right. 

Mrs. Morella [continuing]. With good reason, but they are 
thoughtfully done and only if absolutely necessary, particularly 
considering the kind of dedicated service they offer. 

I was looking at the GAO report, and I noticed that in the cat- 
egory on page 32 and page 33 where they give the various category 
criteria, when it comes to administrative guidelines, oversight and 
guidance, the observation was made that there was none, no over- 
sight and guidance was noted in that report by Peat Marwick. 

So, therefore, do you think then that it is fair to fire the entire 
White House TVavel Office on the basis of gross mismanagement, 
let alone criminal misconduct, when there is no evidence that 
shows that the White House made any effort in the 4 months lead- 
ing up to the firings to understand how the office worked, let alone 
manage it, let alone guide the employees? 

Wasn’t there some concern expressed by some in the White 
House about the need to fire all seven employees when only two 
had any financial or management authority? This troubles me that 
this happened. And I guess I would direct this both to Mr. Podesta 
and if Ms. Kingsbury would like to comment on it also. 

Mr. Podesta. Well, yeah, I think you drew an appropriate dis- 
tinction. I think there was evidence of financial mismanagement, 
at the very least, which we noted in our report may have justified 
the management changes in the office, but I think that it was used 
also as a basis for dismissing the five employees who did not exer- 
cise financial control, and we thought that was inappropriate. 

Ms. Kingsbury. I guess my only comment is that we do, in our 
report, make the observation that not only in the 4 months prior 
to these events but over ma^ years before that, there had been 
very little oversight of this office, except just sporadically if some- 
thing popped onto somebody’s radar screen, and that the people 
running the office had, in fact, never been given any guidance 
about how the office ought to be run. 

The fact that we had to articulate the criteria that the manage- 
ment of the office should be using struck us as an unusual lack of 
oversight and guidance to people who were arguably travel profes- 
sionals and not financial management specialists to begin with. So 
we did make that point in our report. 

Mrs. Morelia. I appreciate your emphasizing that statement, 
because that’s the point I am bringing out. 

Mr. Podesta. Could I add one point? 

Mrs. Morella. Yes, you may. 

Mr. Podesta. And that is that we had been in office all of 4 
months, and I would admit that the seven employees of the White 
House "IVavel Office was not the highest priority of a new adminis- 
tration coming into office. But they had all been supervised for the 
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past 12 years under a rather continuous list of people who did have 
supervisory authority. They did get around to it. 

I agree that we made errors, and I think we admitted them, 
apologized for them, reinstated the five employees, and found them 
new jobs in our executive branch agencies. 

Mrs. Morella. You know, in reading the accounts before you 
came, I noticed that — and this ties into a question — what time on 
the morning of May 19 did the White House move Worldwide Trav- 
el into the White House Travel Office? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I believe they moved in essentially immediately 
after the employees, seven employees, were called upstairs in the 
Old Executive Office Building to be informed by Mr. Watkins that 
they would be terminated. 

Mrs. Morella. That’s exactly my point. I just 

Mr. Podesta. They were there 

Mrs. Morella. It seemed like, in fairness, you have some people, 
you call them upstairs to fire them at the very same time that 
the — that you are moving this Worldwide Travel, you know, with 
no competition or anything, right in there, and the fired White 
House Travel Office employees returned to their office and within 
a half hour after leaving it, that’s when they find — am I not cor- 
rect? — they find that their desks are taken up by their replace- 
ments? Is this any way to run a government? I mean, is that not 
correct? It happened a^ully as stated. 

Mr. Podesta. I think you have stated the facts correctly, and I 
think, as I said, we said that that manner of handling this incident 
was insensitive and we’ve apologized for it. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentlelady’s time has expired. 

Mrs. Morella. My time has expired. I will ask more questions 
later. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman from California, you are going to 
yield? 

Mr. Waxman. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Kanjorski. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Thank you very much, Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Chairman, I think there’s some need to clar- 
ify the record here, and I want to go back to the extensive record 
from the Subcommittee on Human Resources of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service hearings held in 1991 and 1992. And 
in the official report, we have statements in the contents on page 
111 that Mr. Larsen, Phillip D. Larsen, as Director of Personnel 
Management Division, Office of Administration, at the \^^ite 
House. His biography, provided for the committee, it indicates that 
between the years 1988 — or for the years 1988 and part of 1989, 
Mr. Larsen was deputy director of the Financial Management Divi- 
sion of the Office of Administration. 

Then later, on page 156, the director of that office, Mr. Ras- 
mussen, testifies that that office had control over all nine agencies 
of the White House, with the exception of the executive residence, 
and that they handled all the accounting control for those offices. 

Then further, on page 167 of that congressional hearing, the au- 
thority of financial management is defined, and in that section, as 
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they go through various things, is accounting, budget, impressed 
funds, and travel. 

So there isn’t any question that during the tenure of Mr. Larsen 
at the White House, as deputy director of the Financial Manage- 
ment Division of the Office of Administration, he had jurisdiction 
over travel as a deputy director. 

Now, I point that out because it’s very important. It refers to the 
letter that the chairman read of a denial by Mr. Larsen that was 
sent to the chairman on October 25, 1995, and in that letter Mr. 
Larsen makes a compelling statement. 

On page 4, at the bottom, he inserts: 

Further, I have no knowledge of any allegations the staff at the White House 
Travel Office or any member of the staff of the Office of Administration received 
any gills from anyone doing business with the White House Travel Office, as sug- 
gested by Representative Collins. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer into evidence today two 
statements, both just testified and referred to by the witnesses: 
One, the whistle-blower letter addressed to Mr. Bowsher, the 
Comptroller General of the United States, dated October 3rd, 1988, 
where an individual who we suspect was later fired makes allega- 
tions of gifts being given, fishing parties being taken, and these 
being very broadly shown throughout the White House. That too is 
a whistle blower’s unsigned statement. 

However, we have a two-page copy of a report from George E. 
Saunders, a memorandum for Phillip Brady — and I believe this is 
to the General Accounting Office investigating it — regarding the 
unsigned letter to the General Accounting Office. In this letter, Mr. 
Dale concedes that he knew of gifts being given. He knew of fishing 
events. He knew that this was common practice at the time that 
he was in the White House and for a very long period of time be- 
fore that during the entire 12 years of the Reagan/Bush adminis- 
tration. 

Now, I believe that — and now the question is: Did he know this 
as the investigator of this committee? 

We have members of this committee’s investigative staff that will 
be willing to testify under oath that Mr. Larsen made two individ- 
ual trips to the Executive Office of the President where he exam- 
ined these documents and read these documents. 

Now, it would seem to me that we have a letter of total denial 
of any allegations of gifts or any gratuities pven, yet we know for 
a fact that Mr. Larsen, while he was the chief investigator of this 
committee, made two trips, had these documents at his disposal, 
and, we assume, read them. 

Now, if he didn’t read them, we would like him to say that under 
oath. But it seems to me since the investigative staff on the minor- 
ity side in just a few days went right to these documents, since 
they were very clear and very germane to this issue, that we now 
have the chief investigator of this committee, in writing to the 
chairman of this committee, making an absolute denial of knowl- 
edge of allegations of gift giving and impropriety occurring in the 
travel of the White House when he was deputy director of financial 
management of the administration of the l^ite House. I think that 
issue is so fundamental that anything these witnesses have to add 
for a 4-month period of time pales in comparison to the need for 
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an investigation, as indicated by Mr. Moran in his opening state- 
ment, that what we really have here, is an ugly mess for a period 
of 10 to 12 years through the entire Reagan administration and the 
Bush administration and that was ultimately cleared up only by 
the precipitous act of the Clinton administration in the first 4 
months of office, after they became aware of the hearing of this 
Congress in 1992 that there was something wrong in the White 
House Travel Office. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman asked unani- 
mous consent that all the documents he referred to be in the 
record. 

Mr. Clinger. Without obiection, so ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

The White House, 

Washington, 
January 5, 1989. 


MEMORANDUM FOR PHILLIP BRADY 
FROM: GEORGE E. SAUNDERS 

SUBJECT: INTERVIEWS REGARDING INFORMATION CONTAINED IN AN UN- 
SIGNED LETTER TO GAO INVOLVING THE WHITE HOUSE TELEGRAPH 
AND TRAVEL OFFICE 

The followi^ interviewg of Billy R. Dale and Bamaby “Barney” Brasaeaux were 
conducted by Cnarlea Easley and Geotw Saunders. 

The anonymous letter contained inmrmation set out in 6 paragraphs. The inter- 
view of the mdividuals were covered on a paragraph by paragraph basis. The results 
will be set out in the memo under the corresponding numbered paragraphs. 

On l/B/89, Billy R. Dale, Director, Telegraph and Travel Services (TTS) gave the 
following information: 

Barney Brasseaux has been employed in TTS approximately 5 years as an As- 
sistant to the Director, TTS. He married Fran Brasseaux alter being employed at 
the White House. She is presently employed by Pan American World Airways in 
sales and promotions. 

Dale stated that he counselled Barney after he married to insure that he be par- 
ticularly careful in his day to day dealings with Pan Am so there would be no pos- 
sible conflict of interest. Dale stated when Brasseaux receives an oflicial call from 
his wife, he refers her to another TTS staff person. Dale feels Brasseaux has been 
extremely circumspect in regard to his oflicial contacts with Pan Am. 

Paragraph 3 

Dale stated all the major airlines. United, American, Continental, etc., including 
Pan Am, make available tickets to his oftice for sporting events being held in the 
area. He first inquires if anyone on his staff wishes to attend a particular event. 
In those cases when no one on his staff cares to use these tickets, he will make calls 
to different offices in order to make these tickets available. T^ese oflices include the 
Messenger Unit, Correspondence Unit, and the Advance Office. Dale noted all these 
tickets are stamped “Complimentary” with no admission price listed. In his opinion, 
the different airlines receive complimentary tickets from the ticket sales oflices at 
the Capital Centre or RFK Stadium for publicity purposes. Dale stated that he has 
never singled out particular members of any office to mve out those tickets. Dale 
stated the author of the anonymous letter is in error to tnis accusation. 

Remrding the “fishing parties” on Chesapeake Bay, Dale stated each September, 
Pan Am sponsors fishing parties in which they make spaces available to a number 
of different transportation offices in the WDC area for this excursion. There are gen- 
erally about 16 persons in the party. Dale stated he generally receives 4 or 5 invita- 
tions and handles them the same way he handles the sporting event tickets. 

Dale noted these complimentary tickets have been make available for years and 
not just since Brasseaux joined the staff. 

Paragraph 4 

At the outset. Dale advised Pan Am is the only airline that will book international 
charter flights for the White House. He has on a number of occasions personally 
contacted other airlines for bids for these flights to no avail. Dale also advised that 
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anytime he speaks with a sales representative from aiw airline, he will ask if they 
have any interest in providing a plane for the White House Charter flights. All ex- 
cept Pan Am have declined. He stated the first sentence of this anonymous letter 
is absolutely false. 

As regards “gills’’ Dale stated on any given flight overseas, a memento or souvenir 
of some type is given to persons, both press and staff, who board these flights. These 
gifts vary from monogrammed glasses to small jewelrv boxes. All are engraved to 
commemorate a particular flight. Dale stated the cost lor the Charter flight is nero- 
tiated. He has never heard of any billing to Pan Am for these gifts and allegedly 
added to the cost. Dale stated he has opposed these mfts being handed out because 
it is just one more item that has to be handled by TTS prior to plane boarding. He 
categorically denies there has ever been a purchase of gifts by the TTS for distribu- 
tion to the press. 

Paragraph 5 

Dale stated the allegations contained in this paragraph are absolutely false and 
the ’^ip-grading” of chits by TTS does not exist. If there is any upgrading, it would 
be a matter between the particular staff member and the airline involved. He stated 
almost all travel for senior staff members is on military aircraft which negates the 
“up-grading” feature for this group. 

Paragraph 6 

Dale stated any one traveling on oflicial business for the White House maintains 
his own record of the miles traveled. TTS does not get involved with the airline re- 
garding “frequent flyer* status. Both, Larry Speakes and Don Regan requested TTS 
to obtain “frequent flyer” applications for them so they could request this status. 
Out of courtesy, applications were obtained. TTS knows nothing further on this mat- 
ter. 

Dale was informed by the interviewers, that based on the info contained in the 
anonymous letter, it appears the letter was written by someone on his staff. Dale 
concurred and feels he knows the identity of the individual. Dale has talked to his 
stalT about the content of this letter (Dale does not have a copy) except the person 
he feels is the author. Dale has been dissatisfied with this individual’s performance 
and is seriously considering terminating his employment. Dale is planning to pursue 
this matter with his stafT. 

Dale stated he will keep this office informed of the result. 

On 1/6/89, Bamaby L. Brasseaux, Assistant to the Director, Telegraph and Travel 
Services (T'TS) gave the following information. 

Brasseaux has been ei^loyed in TTS since July 1982, and was not married to 
Fran until March 1984. Fran is presently employed by Pan American World Air- 
ways, and is responsible for Pan Am’s promotional activities in this area. Bamaby 
stated that he does not have any ofncial dealings with his wife. As per an agree- 
ment between himself and Billy Dale, should he receive an official call from his wife 
he immediately turns over to one of the other TTS staff persons. 

Paragraph 3 

Bamaby stated that it is common practice for all major airlines to obtain free tick- 
ets for local sporting events which they in turn pass on to their clients. He is aware 
of Pan Am providing free tickets to the TTS, but stated that it is a routine practice 
that been going on for many years, certainly not long before he married nis wife 
or even before ne started working at the White House. Tickets are normally sent 
to Billy Dale, but should he or anyone else in the office receive tickets they are im- 
mediately turned over to Billy who handles the distribution. The invitations for the 
SeptemMr fishing party on the Chesapeake Bay are handled in the same manner. 

Bamaby stated that neither he nor nis wife had any influence over the TTS re- 
ceiving free passes from Pan Am, and felt that should both lose their jobs tomorrow 
the free tickets would still be provided. 

Paragraph 4 

Bamaby stated that he is not involved in making any decision as to which airlines 
receives a charter. That decision is the responsibility of Billy Dale. Bamaby con- 
cluded that he was aware that Pan Am was the only major airlines that had shown 
any recent interest in providing an aircraft for charter. Since the dere^lation of the 
airlines most companies can turn a higher profit by keeping their aircraft in pas- 
senger service rather then tying one up on a charter. 

Bamaby was aware that Pan Am did pass out mementos or souvenirs to both 
members of the press and staff traveling on certain flights. Bamaby did not know 
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if that increased the coat stating that Billy was responsible for negotiating the cost 
for charters. 

Paragraph 5 

Bamaby stated that about a year ago Pan Am had a promotion which involved 
chits that upgraded full fare passengers to the next class U.e. 2d to business to 1st). 
These diits were given to him by hia wife. Most White House Employees fly under 
government rates, not full fare, and did not qualify for the chits. The limited num- 
ber of chits were available to anyone flying full fare. The availability of these chits 
were common knowledge and available for any TTS staff member to pass out to 
quaUfled flyers. 

Bamaby stated this was a one time event, that normally the TTS does not get 
involved in upgrading tickets for any staff member. 

Paragraph 6 

Bamaby stated that both Larry Shakes and Donald Regan had ask if TTS could 
obtain applications for the Pan Am Frequent Fiver Club. He did obtain the applica- 
tions, but it was left up to both Mr. Speaks and Mr. Regan to complete the applica- 
tions and return them to Pan Am. Bamaby stated that he would do the same for 
any employee in this complex for Pan Am or any other airlines. 

Chuck and I both felt that Billy and Bamaby were cooperative during these inter- 
views, and appeared to be sincere and honest in all their answers. From the infor- 
mation they provided we feel the conflicts of interest and/or improprieties alluded 
to in the anonymous letter from a concerned citizen dated October 3, 1988, 

RECOMMENDATION: Unless the writer of that letter chooses to come forward 
with additional information to substantiate the allegations we recommend the inves- 
tigation be closed. 

[The letter dated October 3, 1988, appears on page 351.] 

[A copy of the Post Office and Civil Service hearing, Serial No. 
102-46 “White House Personnel Authorization Act of 1978: To Re- 
view Transportation Expenditures Under the Act” can be found in 
the committee files.] 

Mr. Kanjorski. I would direct my first question to 

Mr. Clinger. Or only question, I might point out. 

Mr. Kanjorski. All right. 

Are you familiar, Ms. Kingsbuiy, of the number of examinations 
particularly made by the General Accounting Office in the period 
of 1988, 1989, 1991, 1 believe, of the White House Travel Office and 
the 89th wing? 

Are you aware, or do you have any reports at hand, about the 
lack of cooperation and the total stonewalling that the (^neral Ac- 
counting Office received at that time and that in total frustration 
did not complete their audit and left without being able to conclude 
anything because of the stonewalling and because of the lack of co- 
operation of records and documents available to the ^neral Ac- 
counting Office? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Would you repeat the timeframe you are refer- 
ring to? 

Mr. Kanjorski. Stretching through the period of 1988 through 
1991. 

Ms. Kingsbury. Well, I am aware of having done some work on 
the military airlift wing. We did issue a report on that though, and 
I would have to go back and look at the timeframe. 

We have periodically done work at the White House, and it has 
always been something of a challenge to get the documents that we 
needed. But I am not — I am not aware of actually complaining 
about stonewalling at any point in that time. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired, and before I 
yield, I would just m^e the point again, though, that this inves- 
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tigation and the call for it was initiated long before Mr. Larsen 
came to work for the committee. So in no way was it at his initia- 
tive that this investigation was undertaken. 

I would now yield to the gentleman from New Mexico, Mr. Schiff, 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Schiff. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to reemphasize your point. What we are 
hearing today is criticism of the timing of this hearing and criti- 
cism of an individual who was an investigator in this matter. 

Very simply, Mr. Chairman, when you requested this hearing 
more than 2 years ago, as our then senior minority member, before 
Mr. Larsen even went to work for this committee, the majority 
could have set any time they wanted for this hearing. The majority 
could have chosen any investigators they wanted. They chose not 
to do so. In fact, they chose not to do anything. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that what we are trying 
to determine today is, in view of the fact that there have been five 
inquiries into the Travel Office matter, whether any further action 
by Congress is necessary, and it seems to me the first obvious ques- 
tion is whether these five agencies that did investigations received 
the full cooperation of the administration in the course of that in- 
vestigation or whether they were not provided with certain infor- 
mation that might have been critical to their respective tasks. 

I note a great deal of discussion in the media in the last several 
months that apparently the late Mr. Vincent Foster, when he was 
deputy counsel for the White House, had his own file on the Travel 
Office, and I again am getting this all from the media, but that 
that file was not — it was not even made known that that file ex- 
isted until this year, which is after all of these investigations were 
completed. 

Now, Mr. Shaheen, you have been quoted in the press at some 
length on that issue, and if any of those statements are correct, I 
wonder if you could elaborate: Is there — was there a file that Mr. 
Foster put together in his role as counsel, and was it made avail- 
able to you? 

Mr. Shaheen. Congressman, I believe the quotation attributed to 
me was from a memorandum I prepared for the Deputy Attorney 
General’s Office to express our office’s dismay ana surprise, 
shock — I think I used the word “stunned” — to learn from a maga- 
zine article that 

Mr. Clinger. Could you pull the microphone a little closer, Mr. 
Shaheen? 

Mr. Shaheen. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Schiff. What word did you say you used? 

Mr. Shaheen. I think in the memorandum I am quoted as using 
the word “stunned”? 

Mr. Schiff. “Stunned’7 

Mr. Shaheen. And shocked, at learning, by reading Newsweek, 
that the late Deputy Counsel Foster had maintained, we were told, 
compulsively — he was a compulsive note taker and had maintained 
a daily log, which would have been very helpful. We have since ob- 
tained a copy of that. A daily log 

Mr. Schiff. I am sorry to interrupt. Did you say the timeframe? 
In other words, when did you say this in Newsweek? 
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Mr. Shaheen. We learned of it in July of this year. 

Mr. ScHiFF. Of this year. 

Mr. Shaheen. Of 1995. We needed it, had requested that and 
anything relevant such as that at every interview we conducted in 
the White House, and that request for all relevant documentation 
was preceded in writing by a letter to the White House, to White 
House Counsel Nussbaum and to Chief of Staff McLarty from the 
deputy attorney general informing when he. Deputy Attorney Gen- 
eral Heymann, informed the White House by that communication 
that we would be conducting the review. 

Mr. ScHiFF. I am sorry to interrupt, but could you set the time- 
frame straight. You said you learned through a Newsweek article 
that this file may have existed, kept by the late Mr. Foster, in July 
of this year. When were the requests made for information and doc- 
uments that you are now describing? 

Mr. Shaheen. I am sorry for any confusion. Congressman Schiff. 
We made the request, both orally and in writing, at the inception 
of our investigation in 1993. 

Mr. Schiff. Two years earlier? 

Mr. Shaheen. Yes, sir, at the time we needed them, during the 
pendency of our inquiry and at the outset of our inquiry, and we 
learned of their existence in July of this year. 

I might also add that it came as a surprise to the first special 
prosecutor, Fiske, whom I had occasion to see recently at a depart- 
mental function, and he indicated that his subpoena for those 
records was quite explicit and covered — and there was no way of 
mistaking that his subpoena specifically requested precisely those 
documents that we learned this July 1995 had never been tendered 
to either me or to Mr. Fiske. 

Mr. Schiff. Do you happen to remember when Mr. Fiske, as spe- 
cial prosecutor, issued his subpoena? Do you remember the time- 
frame, I mean? 

Mr. Shaheen. I do not. It had to be in the spring or — late spring 
of 1994. He took office approximately then. 

Mr. Schiff. Thank you. 

All right. Let me ask the other witnesses, on behalf of the agen- 
cies that you represent here, let me start on this end. Mr. Smith, 
did you know about the file kept by Mr. Foster? 

Mr. Smith. My investigation was really in-house within the FBI; 
and, no, I did not know about a file. 

Mr. Schiff. Ms. Kingsbury, did you know about that in the in- 
vestigation? 

Ms. Kingsbury. No, sir, I didn’t know about the file until re- 
cently. 

Mr. Schiff. Mr. Podesta, did you know about the file? 

Mr. Podesta. Mr. Schiff, I didn’t know about it during the time 
that I was conducting the review. I learned about it, I believe, in 
early July 1994. 

Mr. Schiff. You learned about it in early July 1994? 

Mr. Podesta. 'That’s correct. 

Mr. Schiff. And that was as you were working at the White 
House at that time? 

Mr. Podesta. 'That’s correct. 
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Mr. SCHIFF. When was it made public that this file exists? Be- 
cause Mr. Shaheen said he didn’t learn about it until July 1995, 
a whole year later. 

Mr. PoDESTA. Well, I believe it was made public in the timeframe 
that Mr. Shaheen raised. It was made available to Mr. Starr; rel- 
evant portions were made available to the Public Integrity Section, 
which was still looking at the Travel Office matter; and it is my 
understanding that it was tendered to Mr. Fiske in July 1994 by — 
first by a phone call from Mr. Klain, the deputy White House coun- 
sel, to one of Mr. Fiske’s associates and then in a letter from Mr. 
Klain to the Independent Counsel’s Office. 

Mr. ScHiFF. If I could follow it up just quickly: Was a copy of 
that file actually mven to Mr. Fiske? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I think Mr. Fiske was — the existence of the file 
was noted to Mr. Fiske, and they asked him whether he would — 
that whether — whether he was still requesting it, and I believe 
that shortly thereafter Mr. Fiske was removed. Mr. Starr came in. 
The file was made available to Mr. Starr. 

Mr. ScfflFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

The gentlelady from New York is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. Slaughter. I am going to split my time between Mr. Moran 
and Mr. Kanjorski, if I may. 

Mr. Moran. I thank you very much, Ms. Slaughter. I trust the 
chairman won’t take that from my time. 

I would like to first address Ms. Kingsbury from the General Ac- 
counting Office. 

On October 3, 1988, a letter was received by the Comptroller 
General of the General Accounting Office asking for the investiga- 
tion of gifts that were received by President Reagan’s White House 
travel employees and other Reagan White House staff who were 
guests of Pan Am Airways at various events and they were the re- 
cipients of other favors as well. 

At that time, Pan Am was the near exclusive provider of charter 
services for the Travel Office. Now, Barnaby Brasseux was an em- 
ployee of the Reagan White House Travel Office and was married 
to Fran Brasseux, who was the sales promotion manager at Pan 
Am. 

The letter to the General Accounting Office implied that Mr. 
Brasseux used the availability of the airline’s gifts. Pan Am air- 
line’s gifts, that were made possible through his wife, as a way to 
improve his status and that of his wife. 

Now, when this letter was received by the General Accounting 
Office, what did you do with it? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Well, this letter came in to 

Mr. Clinger. Ms. Kingsbury, before you respond, I must at this 
point indicate that the subject of this hearing is the firing of the 
White House 'Travel Office employees and of the subsequent inves- 
tigations that occurred as a result of that firing. 

The issues that the gentleman from Virginia are raising and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania are raising relate to other issues 
mat are not germane to this hearing. It is entirely possible that, 
if the gentlemen request, we can hold hearings on those matters. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman 
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Mr. Clinger. That is not the subject of this hearing, and I am 
going to rule those questions out of order. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, point of order. 

Mr. Clinger. Point of order. The gentleman will state his point 
of order. 

Mr. Waxman. My point of order is that the questions of the gen- 
tleman are completely appropriate and within the scope of this 
hearing. This hearing is about the actions of the Clinton adminis- 
tration that they took with regard to the Bush administration’s 
White House travel operation. 

All of the irregularities in that Bush White House operation are 
appropriate as to the actions of the Clinton people to get rid of 
them, to stop that kind of misconduct, and to replace them with 
others who would run the operation appropriately. 

I can’t see how you can say that we are going to investigate the 
Travel Office, ignore all the wrongdoing of the Bush administra- 
tion’s Travel Office, and only look at how the Clinton administra- 
tion dealt with the question of replacing the people who had not 
acted appropriately. 

Mr. Clinger. The scope of this hearing, the scope of any hearing 
for investigative purposes, is determined by the chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CUNGER. The scope of this hearing is limited to the consider- 
ation of whether or not the investigations and the reports that 
came out of those investigations were indeed accurate, complete, 
and thorough. 

Now, the issues that you raise having to do with what may or 
may not have gone on in previous administrations may very well 
be a subject for future hearings, but they are not germane or rel- 
evant to the issues that we are exploring here today, and I think 
it is clear that this is an attempt to obfuscate, to sort of confuse, 
the issue with a bunch of irrelevant information. 

So I am going to preclude further questioning with regard to 
events that occurred in previous administrations at this hearing, 
and I will assure the gentleman that I would be willing to enter- 
tain requests for hearings to examine those issues at another time, 
but we cannot allow this hearing to be subverted on the issues that 
are not germane to the purpose of this hearing. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, if I might be heard further on this 
very point, to say that you can’t ask what happened, what the rea- 
sons were for someone firing an employee, inquire into the actions 
of wrongdoing by that employee that was fired, but only as to the 
procedure that might have been followed for firing that employee, 
seems to me to be very narrow. 

Why the Clinton administration acted as they did, as a result of 
the hotline information they were getting about irregularities in 
the Travel Office, clearly had something to do with their thinking 
about getting rid of Mr. Dale and the others that were there. 

How can you inquire about the Clinton administration’s actions 
without finding out what information they had, what misconduct 
they were responding to, by the Travel Office under the previous 
administration? 
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Mr. Clinger. I might just indicate that the witnesses that we 
have before us are either the authors of or the principal super- 
visors of the preparation of reports which were very limited in their 
scope. These witnesses are not, with all due respect, necessarily 
competent to get into the issues that the gentleman and others 
have tried to raise at this hearing which have to do with items that 
occurred in a previous administration. If we need to explore those, 
we would obviously have to have different witnesses who would be 
much more conversant with the elements that were involved in 
those investigations. 

So I would again indicate that the purpose of this hearing and 
the scope of this hearing is limited to the discussion of these inves- 
tigative reports and to make a determination of whether they were 
thorough and complete enough so that we don’t need to look at this 
any further. 

Mr. Waxman. a point of parliamentary procedure. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. Waxman. I would like to know what authority the chairman 
would rely on to limit the scope of a Member of Congress questions 
relating to a hearing before us, especially when the GAO report 
makes it clear — and the GAO witness and report before us makes 
a clear reference that in 1988 the GAO hotline received an anony- 
mous letter regarding the Travel Office. In keeping with its stand- 
ard practice, th^e hotline referred the letter to the appropriate agen- 
cy officials for action, in this instance, to the White House Coun- 
sel’s Office. And they go on further to talk about that issue. 

How is that not within our scope? And on what authority does 
the chairman rely to make such an arbitrary ruling that members 
may not fully explore the matters that are before us with the wit- 
nesses that are before us? 

Mr. Clinger. I am not indicating that you — to restrict the rights 
of any member to ask a question. I can, however, indicate to the 
witnesses that they need not answer, and certainly they will not 
answer if they do not have the relevant information to respond to 
those questions, and I feel that this particular panel is not really 
competent to address this kind of a question. 

Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman, I think the best folks to ask this are 
these witnesses. 

Mr. Clinger. We are now getting to the point of obstructionism 
in this hearing. 

I will tell the gentleman and the gentlelady that at some point, 
if we are going to persist in trying to broatien the range of this 
hearing in the areas that are not under consideration in this hear- 
ing, that I will adjourn this matter and we will go to a much more 
formal procedure of subpoenaing witnesses and bringing before us 
other individuals that are directly involved. 

Mr. Waxman. Point of parliamentary procedure. 

Mr. Clinger. I would indicate that there does seem to be an ef- 
fort here to, in effect, not allow the witnesses to talk about their 
reports. 

I mean, the whole purpose of this is not in any way to either 
characterize these reports as one thing or another. Our whole pur- 
pose was to determine were they thorough, were they complete, did 
they address all the issues that were raised? 
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Now having said that, I would now yield again to the gentlelady 
from New York 

Mr. Waxman. Point of parliamentary procedure. 

Mr. Clinger. If the gentleman would state it. 

Mr. Waxman. Could the chairman cite to me the authority that 
would say when a Member of Confess asks a question, it amounts 
to obstruction of the hearing and that the witnesses can be limited 
in the answer of the question, even though they have knowledge 
that would be relevant and responsive to the question asked? 

Mr. Clinger. I would cite the gentleman to Rule (kXl) of the 
Committee rules which state, “The chairman at an investigative 
hearing^’ — which is what this is — ^“shall announce in an opening 
statement” — which I did — “the subject of the investigation. There- 
after, anything that is deemed beyond the scope of that investiga- 
tion is irrelevant to the consideration before the committee.” 

I have ruled that these — and I have stated that the scope of this 
hearing is limited to a consideration of the five investigative re- 
ports that were done with regard to the Travel Office. 

Now, those questions that relate to those investigative reports I 
think are perfectly relevant. But now to discuss matters that oc- 
curred in 1988 or 1987, or 1920 for that matter, are beyond the 
scope of what we are dealing with here today. 

I have indicated to all of the members oi the minority side that 
if those are issues which, by the way, they might well have ex- 
plored in the last 2 years but apparently did not feel they were sig- 
nificant enough to explore at that time, that we can indeed look at 
those issues. 

Was the Bush administration in dereliction or doing wrong 
things? We will look at that if the minority chooses to do so. This 
is not the time nor place to be exploring those issues. The time and 
the place to explore those issues would oe at a subsequent hearing. 
And now I would yield again 

Mr. Waxman. But, Mr. Chairman, point of further parliamentary 
inquiry. We have before us the GAO report. We have a witness 
from the GAO. In that report, they talk about actions in 1988 in 
the White House Travel Office. This was during the Bush adminis- 
tration. They raise these points because they talk about how that 
office was mismanaged, which is clearly relevant to the actions 
taken by the people who inherited the VVTiite House Travel Office 
when they inherited the White House. 

I just raise the 

Mr. SCHIFF. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. He is making asser- 
tions in a point of order. 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. That the chairman cannot exclude 
from coverage in the scope of this hearing matters that are in re- 
ports before us for investigation. 

I further ask unanimous consent that the gentleman be given a 
full 5 minutes because he was interrupted, and I hope that he 
would not be obstructed by the Chair in trying to limit his ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Clinger. I will indeed limit the scope of the discussion to the 
matters that are relevant to this hearing. 

Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman, could you direct us to what pages of 
the GAO report that we can ask questions on? 
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Mr. Clinger. The gentleman is free to ask any questions regard- 
ing the investigations that were explored and that are the subject 
of this hearing, but I think to explore elements that may — that pre- 
ceded that event I think are irrelevant and beyond the scope of the 
discussion. 

Now, as I have indicated, there would seem to be here a pattern 
of attempting to basically abort this particular hearing by going 
way astrav from things that are beyond what we are trying to ac- 
complish here, which is — you know, I thought would be a non- 
controversial hearing because I really was interested in finding out 
what had been determined by the investigative reports. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Would the chairman yield? 

Mr. Clinger. I would be happy to yield. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I don’t believe that we 
on this side are trying to abort the hearii^. We want a full and 
open airing of what has happened with the Travel Office. 

Mr. Clinger. And I have promised you that you would have that 
opportunity to determine, to discuss, and to look into matters 
which you raise which are not relevant to the scope of this hearing. 

I am perfectly willing to consider further hearings on the matters 
that you are looking at, although I did indicate I’m not sure why 
you didn’t pursue these matters when you basically had the major- 
ity. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. We didn’t know about them, Mr. 
Chairman, because they were well hidden in the documents, be- 
cause the investigations that were done at that time were all 
closed. 

Mr. Clinger. That’s why we are having this hearing, to try to 
find out. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Well, if that is the case, Mr. Chair- 
man, you know, a lot has gone on with this Peat Marwick review 
and other things, and you never got into any of those kinds of ques- 
tions. I think they all are part of this hearing today. The scope of 
the hearing cannot be narrow beyond what is relevant. 

■The status of the White House providing information to GAO and 
Congress in previous administration is also relevant. 

It is also relevant to look at the context of the White House re- 
sponse to allegations of wrongdoing in the Travel Office and how 
it compared to previous actions. That’s very relevant, everybody 
knows that, and I think we should follow along those lines, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Thank you for yielding. 

Mr. Mica. Regular order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moran. Thank you, Mr. Mica. 

I would appreciate us getting back to a question that I had left 
pending and certainly did not come anywhere near using my time. 

Mr. Waxman. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman be al- 
lowed to ask his questions. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman has 4 additional minutes. 

Mr. Moran. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Regardless of what the 
young lady from Mr. Gingrich’s staff has been whispering in your 
ear, f am going to appeal to your sense of 

Mr. Clinger. Would the gentleman yield? The young lady is not 
from Mr. Gingrich’s staff. 
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Mr. Moran. She was. She was, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, White House Travel Office operations. General 
Accounting Office report. May 1994, it’s part of this hearing, and 
on page 22 it says in 1988 the GAO hotline received a letter re- 
garding the Travel Office, and it goes into exactly the information 
that I asked of our General Accounting Office witness. 

It just doesn’t seem to me appropriate to preclude me from ask- 
ing a question that is in the one GAO report just because the infor- 
mation may be embarrassing to the Reagan White House or the 
Bush White House or Speaker Gingrich or anyone else. 

A lot of these people are constituents of mine. I want to find out 
whether they acted properly or improperly. I want to find out 
whether the White House acted properly or improperly, and the 
only way to do that is to find out what the background of this — 
of the conclusion that the Clinton people made when they came 
into the White House. Were these people, people they should or 
could keep or should they be replaced? 

And so this letter to the GAO is very relevant to that, and I 
think that the question was entirely appropriate. 

So, having asked that question, now I would appreciate an an- 
swer, Ms. Kingsbury, at this point. 

Ms. Kingsbury. There’s been a lot of dialog since the question. 
Would you repeat the question? 

Mr. Moran. I will be happy to repeat the question. 

There was a letter that was received by the General Accounting 
Office and the letter said that Mr. Brasseux, who worked for the 
Reagan White House Travel Office, had been receiving gifts, and 
they were recreational events, sporting, fishing events, and all that 
kind of thing, and other favors, and that actumly Mr. Brasseux was 
married to a woman who was in charge of sales and promotions for 
Pan Am Airways. Pan Am was almost the exclusive travel agent 
that provided the travel for the Reagan White House at the time. 
And so this was a serious allegation that the GAO received. 

I wanted to find out what GAO did with it. I’ve been given infor- 
mation that indicates that Mr. Dale was interviewed and he said, 
“Oh, I know who made that complaint; 1 am going to fire them,” 
or something to that — there is no information that he actually fired 
him, but he indicated that he was going to do that, which, of 
course, would be a serious breach as well if you fire people who are 
whistle blowers. 

But there were some serious allegations of conflict of interest. I 
want to find out whether GAO pursued those, if anybody pursued 
them, whether in fact they were typical of the kind of operations 
that might have gone on within the Travel Office for the Reagan 
and Bush administrations at the time. 

Ms. Kingsbury. Mr. Moran, the work papers that we have for 
this assignment contain two documents related to this. One is the 
incoming letter and related referral documents. We operated and 
continue to operate a hotline function for the Federal Government, 
and when these kinds of allegations are brought to our attention 
we normally refer them to an IG or, in the case of a White House, 
in the absence of an IG, our normal practice was to refer them to 
the Legal Counsel’s Office, which we did. 
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The only other document I have — and you have had access to 
that document — is the report that was written up of interviews 
conducted with Mr. Dale and Mr. Brasseux about these matters. 
That is the absolute limit of the information and facts I have at 
my disposal, and those documents I believe have been entered into 
the record. So I am not going to be able to help you get much else 
beyond that. 

Mr. Moran. I see. So we need to find out who subsequently pur- 
sued them. 

What is so troubling, Mr. Chairman, is that we tried to make 
this investigation, we went to the White House and asked GAO for 
all the information possible, because we were supposed to be au- 
thorizing the White House travel operations and determine how 
much money should be provided, and we couldn’t get any of this 
information. And now we have this report which contains so much 
more information than we could get, all of which was relevant to 
our deliberations. It was a frustrating experience. 

Does anyone on the panel have any idea how this allegation was 
pursued by any investigatory agency? Do we know whether Mr. 
Dale fired the whistle blower? Do we know whether the conflict of 
interest was corrected? Do you know whether Mr. and Mrs. 
Brasseux still have this kind of arrangement going on? 

Ms. Kingsbury. We don’t know anything. 

Mr. Moran. Nobody knows anything, OK, with regard to this. 

Mr. PoDESTA. Mr. Moran? 

Mr. Moran. Yes. 

Mr. PoDESTA. In the context of my doing my review, I did try to 
pursue this matter. I called Mr. Dean McGrath, who at the time 
I believe was an associate White House counsel. He said that he 
hardly remembered the incident. 

It was a time — this is my recollection of our conversation — at a 
time when the transition was taking place between the Reagan ad- 
ministration and the Bush administration; that he believed that he 
had passed it off to the counsel in the Office of Administration. 

I think the notes that were produced in response to a request 
from the White House to look into the archives to see what papers 
were left from this indicated that that probably is indeed what had, 
because the papers that Ms. Kingsbury referred to indicate that 
there were some brief interviews conducted with Mr. Brasseux and 
Mr. Dale, and that was the end of the matter. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

The gentleman from California is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Horn. Mr. Chairman, I yield the first minute to the gen- 
tleman from New Mexico and hope that he will yield me one. 

Mr. ScHiFF. I appreciate the yielding, and I recognize I owe the 
gentleman time at another time. 

I want to ask one question, and this relates to the file on this 
subject, of the White House 'Travel Office, kept by the late Vincent 
Foster. Mr. Shaheen testified that he learned of that file’s existence 
in July 1995. Mr. Podesta testified that he learned about its exist- 
ence, the White House staff member, in July 1994. 

My question is to Mr. Podesta. 

Mr. Foster died in July 1993. Do you know where this file was, 
who had charge of it, from July 1993 to July 1994? 
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Mr. PODESTA. I believe that Mr. — it was in the counsel’s office, 
I think, under — and that Mr. Nussbaum had custody of the file. 

Mr. ScHIFF. I thank you. 

I yield back, Mr. Horn. Thank you. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much. 

Let me pursue the investigative role of each of you. This is going 
to be the dull part of the hearing. We have heard all of the par- 
tisan clap trap. Now I would like to know from each of you the de- 
gree to which in investigating a situation like that do you merely 
take notes or do you also record the conversations of the various 
people you investigate? Can we start with the IRS? 

Mr. Bell. Mr. Horn, we do not record the interviews. We basi- 
cally take notes and then do Memoranda of Interview of all people 
that were in them. 

Mr. Horn. Is this true also of your agency, Mr. Shaheen? 

Mr. Shaheen. No, sir, we don’t record any interviews. However, 
in this instance, the practice we followed, we routinely followed in 
comparable situations. When an FBI agent is present for an inter- 
view, including an attorney from our office, that’s reduced to a 302, 
that’s the Bureau’s designation of a memorandum of interview. In 
some instances we took signed sworn statements. With the White 
House, notwithstanding the presence in some instances of a Bureau 
agent for some interviews, we did memoranda of interview in those 
instances. 

Mr. Horn. How about the GAO? Notes or recording 

Ms. Kingsbury. Our normal — our normal practice is to take 
notes and write up what we call interview summaries, which we 
include in our work papers. In this particular assignment, for a 
couple of reasons in the case of two of our interviews, they were 
transcribed. 

Mr. Horn. And what were those interviews that were tran- 
scribed? 

Ms. Kingsbury. The interview with Ms. Penny Sample was tran- 
scribed at her request. She had a reporter and we obtained a copy 
of the transcript. 

We interviewed two representatives of World Wide Travel. We 
asked them, because there were two people and it was a hurried 
interview, if they minded if we recorded it. They said no. We re- 
corded it and later had it transcribed ourselves and sent them a 
copy. 

Mr. Horn. Mr. Podesta, on the White House management re- 
view, what was the procedure? 

Mr. Podesta. First of all, I would point out that you correctly ti- 
tled that, it was a management review. We informed witnesses we 
were not conducting an investigation. It was a nonadversarial proc- 
ess. We were trying to get the facts out, and in — and in my case, 
I did not take notes. In many of the interviews there was an assist- 
ant present who would take notes. And there were no transcripts 
kept of any of 

Mr. Horn. So in your case you did not take notes is any of 
the 

Mr. Podesta. I think I took some brief notes in my first inter- 
view with Mr. Thomason. 
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Mr. Horn. So there were some witnesses you merely talked 
to 

Mr. PoDESTA. That’s correct. 

Mr. Horn [continuing]. And that became part of your input, but 
there is no written record of it? 

Mr. PODESTA. That’s correct. 

Mr. Horn. FBI, Inspector Smith, what is your practice? 

Mr. Smith. This particular case, I took notes. We used it to do 
a draft report and I submitted it back to the people that I inter- 
viewed to ensure it accurately reflected what they told me, and 
then did a final report. None were recorded. 

Mr. Horn. And you accepted whatever they said as what their 
accuraw was, I take it, and incorporated in the record? 

Mr. Smith. Given the limited scope of this investigation, that 
would be correct. 

Mr. Horn. All right. 

Let me pursue a few questions with GAO. Did anyone at GAO 
receive any telephone call, communication, this is now your super- 
visors, above you, to your knowledge, either a telephone call or a 
communication from a Member, a volunteer or a spouse in the 
White House staff, or any elected officials that might have been in- 
volved? 

Is your knowledge that any interference was made or any at- 
tempt to even communicate between White House staff, spouses, 
volunteers, employees? Anybody. 

Ms. Kingsbury. Nothing outside the normal scope of the rela- 
tionship we would have with an agency during the review. I mean, 
there were communications between us and the White House at 
various levels during the job as problems arose or matters had to 
be disposed of. But there were no contacts that I am aware of that 
I would characterize as an effort to influence anything. 

Mr. Horn. But they were simply people you had already inter- 
viewed in the course and were relevant to the investigation specifi- 
cally, I take it? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Well, rarely did we have further conversations 
with people we interviewed. We talked to representatives of the 
Legal Counsel’s Office on a regular basis. But the interviews were 
arranged through that office and we were precluded from having 
separate conversations with those people. 

Mr. Horn. Give me your supervisorial line. Where would your re- 
port go in GAO; to whom is the next reviewer on the draft? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Well, at the time I did this work I was an issue 
area director. And the normal line of review above that is the Di- 
rector of Planning and Reporting, which is the job I happen to hold 
now, and the Assistant Comptroller General for the General Gov- 
ernment Division, Johnny Finch. Above him, the line goes directly 
to the Office of the Comptroller General, which can involve a num- 
ber of other parties. It usually involves such parties as the general 
counsel; the special assistant to the Comptroller General; Mr. 
Hinchman; the Director of the Office of Public Affairs the Director 
of the Office of Congressional Affairs may see it; or other advisors 
to the Comptroller General. There’s a fairly substantial number of 
folks at that level who tend to read a report, particularly if it is 
as sensitive as this one was considered to be. 
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Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Horn. I will pursue these in my next round. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentlelady from Florida, Mrs. Thurman. 

Mrs. Thurman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, to Mrs. Morelia’s concerns on the firing of the seven 
employees, I would hope that if we are going to look and take in- 
vestigations into all of these, that we would Took at what has hap- 
pened in this House and the Clerk’s office and Doorkeeper’s and 
Sergeant at Arms, and all of those who in fact in some cases were 

g iven notice 5 days before Christmas that they would not be asked 
ack. If we are looking at that kind of information, certainly Mr. 
Mica with his Federal employees would want to have some concern 
about those long-time employees of this House as well. 

Mrs. Morella. Would the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. Thurman. In a moment. 

However, to Ms. Kingsbury, I am interested in the fact that 
when we do oversight and we request — and it is my understanding 
that you finished another report at the request of the chairman in 
September as to whether or not your recommendations to improve 
the travel were in fact taken on and they did that. Is that correct? 

Ms. Kingsbury. We did implement a brief review in the month 
of September. We have not issued a report. I have a summary doc- 
ument with me that lays out the 29 criteria and the status we 
found about those. 

Mrs. Thurman. Could you give us an idea of some of those 29 
criteria so that we can vmderstand based on the other reports? 

Ms. Kingsbury. It includes such matters as whether the office 
has written policies and procedures, whether they conduct periodic 
audits, whether they determine their customer’s needs, whether 
they identify and record all the costs in their systems, whether 
their billings are prepared in a timely manner. And as I mentioned 
in my statement, in this case we found that that was not being 
done. Whether payments were made tim^, whether vouchers were 
reviewed and approved by appropriate officials, whether there was 
a segregation of duties so there were some internal controls operat- 
ing and so forth. It’s that kind of managing 

Mrs. Thurman. And they met 26 of the 29; is that correct? 

Ms. Kingsbury. That’s correct. 

Mrs. 'Thurman. In what period of time were they issued the rec- 
ommendations by GAO, from the beginning and to when they actu- 
ally have completed those 26 of 29? 

Ms. Kingsbury. At the time we issued our report in May 1994, 
they had made progress on or substantially completed a number of 
the criteria, which was included in our report. That would have 
been about a year and a half ago, little less than that. 

Mrs. Thurman. So then the White House Travel Office has been 
cooperative in at least doing the recommendations or bringing the 
office up to expectations, other than three or four that you nave 
mentioned that you have gone back and cited again; is that correct? 
Ms. Kingsbury. That’s correct. And we have in our recent review 

made some additional suggestions to them about 

Mrs. Thurman. Were they of the original ones? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Some of them went somewhat beyond the origi- 
nal ones. For example, we had recommended a periodic audit. Hav- 
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ing reviewed the audit that was in fact conducted of the financial 
records for 1994, we had some additional suggestions and rec- 
ommended in conversations with the White House that such audits 
be done under generally accepted government auditing standards 
as opposed to private sector standards, which would provide more 
information, that sort of thing. So it’s that kind of recommendation 
that we made. 

Mrs. Thurman. But you do believe they are working to re- 
solve — 

Ms. Kingsbury. They have — ^they have indicated that they are 
working on these matters. Some of them are very difficult. 

One of the things that we observed is that the office does not 
have a working capital fund. It bills the press and then pays its 
bills when it gets the money from the press. That is the underlying 
cause of the untimely payments being made. And without resolving 
that situation, it’s hard for us to see how they could make their 
payments timely, since they don’t have a working capital fund. We 
discussed that with them, and they know that’s a problem and 
they’re discussing what to do about it. 

Mrs. Thurman. So some of the suggestions you made were not 
even ones that they could necessarily comply with, without some 
other outside action from people that are actually using these serv- 
ices? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Yes, depending on how they wanted to solve 
that problem. For example, they might have to come to the Con- 
gress to solve it or go back to the press to solve it or whatever. 

Mrs. Thurman. I think it is important for this committee, be- 
cause we do have oversight, that we requested and asked for the 
GAO report. We in fact got that report back, and the White House 
in fact has met those recommendations, has continued to work on 
making this a better run position. And I think that is important. 
I think if that is what our responsibility is, oversight, and we see 
what has been put out there, we recognize that there has been 
problems, and mistakes made. The issue is are they then complying 
with our oversight and making sure that it runs correctly. That is 
a part of this. So at this time I would yield the additional — rest of 
my time to Mr. Kaniorski. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Thank you very much, Mrs. Thurman. 

Mrs. Morella. I thought the gentlelady was going to yield to me. 

Mrs. 'Thurman. For just a second. 

Mrs. Morella. Thank you. 

I just wanted to indicate that although downsizing took place 
here congressionally, that there were no criminal charges against 
any of those employees. I think that is a distinctive difference. 

Also 

Mrs. 'Thurman. I think it is irrelevant, but the issue is that there 
was firing. 

Mrs. Morella. And the fact that the FBI 

Mrs. Thurman. Claiming back my time and yielding to Mr. Kan- 
jorski. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Podesta, may I direct a question to you? You 
obviously took your office some time in January 1993 and this 
eruption occurred in May 1993. Is that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. Yes, that’s correct. 
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Mr. Kanjorski. When you assumed your position as secretary, 
were you aware of the flack that the Congress had gone through 
the year before in examining travel at the White House and the ex- 
ecutive office of the President and that there was potential of 
abuse, fraud, and mismanagement there? 

Mr. PODESTA. I was not personally aware of it, no. And, in fact, 
I think one of the reasons I was chosen to perform the task of doing 
the review is because I had really no involvement in the travel op- 
eration. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Were there people in the White House who were 
aware of that? 

Mr. PODESTA. Mr. Kanjorski, I assume that Mr. Watkins was 
aware, but I’m not certain of that. 

Mr. Kanjorski. All right. 

Ms. Kingsbury 

Mr. CuNGER. The gentleman’s time is expired. The gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

It is interesting, I hope our new members on this side are watch- 
ing the process because the other side shows you how to t^ to dis- 
credit the investigators, divert attention to another administration, 
or even the House, to get away from the issues at hand here. So 
it is kind of an interesting exercise we see here today. 

I want to ask Mr. Shaheen a question. Are you aware of this doc- 
ument, the White House Travel Office Chronology of Events? Have 
you seen it? 

Mr. Shaheen. I believe so, yes, sir. 

Mr. Mica. Well, it is kind of interesting, and I don’t think you 
have to be a Sherlock Holmes to figure out what took place here. 
But if I just go over it briefly, it says December 1992, the Presi- 
dent’s cousin Catherine Cornelius and David Watkins meet with a 
representative from World Wide Travel in Little Rock to discuss 
White House travel business. Then if you look at January 20th, 
Watkins hires Cornelius as a special assistant in the Office of Man- 
agement and Administration. 

January 21, White House Travel Office bemns to receive calls 
asking for the President’s cousin, Catherine Cornelius, quote, as 
head of the new White House travel agency. February 15, 
Cornelius gives Watkins their briefing and book proposal, a.k.a. 
February 15th memo on the White House Travel Office, setting 
them up as codirectors of Travel and World Wide as the outside 
travel agency. Then you get to the next stage in this, April 1993, 
Watkins tells Cornelius he is placing her in tne White House Trav- 
el Office to make commercial arrangements and also to report to 
him by May 15. 

Then you have the President’s best — one of his best friends, 
Harry Thomason, calls Watkins and said he heard rumors of im- 
proper activity in the White House Travel Office. Then we get up 
to No. b here, Thomason meets with Watkins who asked him if 
anything had been done in the White House Travel Office. Watkins 
says he put Cornelius in there. Then you get to May 12. You have 
Thomason, talks about cutbacks and the crisis with Watkins and 
complains that these guys are ripping us off and sees the oppor- 
tunity for a great press story. 
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Then you get to number 8, the First Lady tells Harry Thomason 
to stay ahead of this and the corruption in the White House would 
be, quote, a good story, close quote. And then you see Cornelius 
going back home to get White House travel files she took from the 
White House Travel Office. 

And then we get to the interesting part, the part that this is 
really all about, is the questions of the use of the IRS and the FBI 
to help cover the capturing of a political plum, which is what this 
all amounts to. 

Mr. Shaheen, did you consider these facts when you were looking 
at what took place? 

Mr. Shaheen. Congressman, yes, we reviewed those and looked 
at them in the broader context. But they went beyond the focus of 
our inquiry, and that was whether 

Mr. Mica. So they weren’t really considered. You were looking 
more at I think you said was there created an appearance of mis- 
use of the FBI. 

Mr. Shaheen. Of the FBI. 

Mr. Mica. And what was your conclusion? Was there the appear- 
ance of misuse? 

Mr. Shaheen. Our report indicated that there was, it did create 
an appearance of a misuse. 

Mr. Mica. But you didn’t find that there was misuse. Doesn’t this 
make you kind of suspicious, that again they were trying to capture 
this political patronage plum? 

Mr. Shaheen. I appreciate the inferences you’re asking me to 
draw. I think that is a document generated by Mr. Podesta and I 
think he conducted the investigation that generated that chro- 
nology. 

Mr. Mica. Inspector Bell, did the White House or could you dis- 
close if someone outside the WTiite House contacted you to initiate 
the IRS probe? 

Mr. Bell. The probe was initiated within the IRS. 

Mr. Mica. But was that done on your own or was it at the initi- 
ation of the White House or someone outside? 

Mr. Bell. No, the inspection was initiated on May 26 after dis- 
cussions between the Commissioner and me that an investigation 
needed to be conducted. 

Mr. Mica. Without any contact from anybody else in the adminis- 
tration? 

Mr. BELL. Without any contact outside the IRS at all. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Podesta, you didn’t learn that reprimanded em- 
ployee, Jeff Eller, quote, threw away all of his Travel Office docu- 
ments when he removed himself from this matter shortly after the 
Travel Office firings became public and revealed his intense in- 
volvement with events leading up to the firings as well as his per- 
sonal relationship? I guess he was dating the President’s cousin, 
Catherine Cornelius. This wasn’t in your report; was it? 

Mr. Clinger. The time is expired but we will allow the witness 
to answer. 

Mrs. Thurman. Mr. Chairman, could I just ask Mr. Mica to re- 
state the first document that he was reading ofF of? I missed that. 
What was that accounting of? 
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Mr. Mica. This is a chronology. White House Travel Office Chro- 
nology of Events. 

If Mr. Podesta 

Mrs. Thurman. Written by? 

Mr. Mica. It is a committee document. 

And I asked him and he said he was familiar with it. I did have 
a question, Mr. Chairman, that was pending. 

Mrs. Thurman. Could I get a copy of that, please? 

Mr. CuNGER. The gentleman’s time is expired but we can ask 
the witness to respond. 

Mr. Mica. Could we make available also to the other side a copy 
of the document I referred to? 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection. 

Mr. Mica. Without objection, I would like it part of the record, 
too, sir. 

Mr. Clinger. Yes, without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

Pahtial Chronology of Events and Documents as of 10/24/95 
WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 
Post-Election Transition Period 

NOV.’92 — World Wide Travel is awarded DNC business and begins to discuss a 
Washinrton, D.C. office to handle the President’s travel. 

DEC.^2 — Catherine Cornelius & David Watkins meet with a representative from 
World Wide Travel in Little Rock to discuss White House travel business. 

DECEMBER 31, 1992 — Cornelius memo to Watkins & Barbara Yates to discuss 
how White House travel might be handled. 

Jeff Eller allegedly tells reporters of “problems in the WHTO.” (NY Times). 

JANUARY, 1993— Watkins meets with Cornelius, Steve Davison, Yates & Betta 
Carney in Little Rock & discuss “outsourcing* WHTO business and mention the 
travel office in passing. 

The Clinton White House 

JANUARY 20, 1993 — Watkins hires Cornelius and Clarissa Cerda as special as- 
sistants in the Office of Management & Administration. 

JANUARY 21, 1993 — WHTO begins to receive telephone calls asking for Cath- 
erine Cornelius — the “new head of the WHTO.” 

JANUARY 26, 1993 — (jomelius drafts a memo to Watkins concerning White 
House travel. 

JANUARY 26, 1993 — Cornelius drafts a memo to Watkins concerning White 
House travel. 

JANUARY 29, 1993 — Memo from Darnell Martens to Dee Dee Myers and Harry 
Thomason to hire TRM as a consultant to perform a review of all non-military gov- 
ernment aircraft to determine possible savings. 

[Note: President reouests this at a February 10 cabinet meeting]. 

FEBRUARY — Watkins asks Matt Moore to prepare a memo on the WHTO con- 
cerning the 25% staff reduction goals. 

Darnell Martens calls Harry Thomason about getting White House travel business 
for TRM. 

Thomason calls Myers about bidding on WH charter business. 

Thomason tells Martens to call Myers. 

Martens calls Myers and is forwarded to Billy Dale. 

Dale allegedly told Martens that no outside company would get the business. 

Martens calls 'Thomason about the Dale call. 

Craig Livingstone, tells Bill Kennedy about rumors in WHTO about employees. 

Martens calls Penny Sample at Air Advantage about the Dale conversation. 

FEBRUARY 8, 1993 — 0MB issues a new GSA Order re-authorizing ICAP, the 
Interagency Committee for Aviation Policy. 

FEBRUARY 10, 1993 — POTUS states in a cabinet meeting that “his staff’ has 
told him there are savings to be had in a review of all govt, aircraft. [This is covered 
on CNN-Live]. 
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FEBRUARY 11, 1993 — Memo to Hany Thomason from Darnell Martens to hire 
TRM to “audit” all govt, aircraft to determine possible savings. 

[Note: Martens asserts at one point that this can save “several hundred million 
dollars”— “PUT ME IN FRONT OF THE RIGHT PEOPLE AT THE WHITE 
HOUSE. . . .” 

FEBRUARY 15, 1993 — Brian Foucart begins work at WH as Special Asst, to 
Watkins. 

Cornelius & Cerda give Watkins their “Briefing Book & Proposal” (aka Feb. 15 
Memo) on the WHTO setting them up as co-directors of travel & World Wide as the 
outside travel agency. Cornelius left the memo on Watkins’ chair that night with 
a handwritten memo. 

POTUS stops by Watkins’ office once in the morning and again as Cerda is copy- 
ing the memo 

FEBRUARY 16, 1993 — David Watkins finds Memo on his chair and his sec- 
retary, Jean Charleton says that he took it home to read that night. 

FEBRUARY 17, 1993 — Darnell Martens 2/11/93 memo to Harry Thomason 
stamped with “THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN” was forwarded to Mack, Mark, Wat- 
kins for “Action.” 

MARCH, 1993 — Martens sees Hany 'Thomason in L.A. and tells him he heard 
a rumor of corruption in the WHTO. (WH Report). 

Harry Thomason tells POTUS that he heard there was “trouble” in the WHTO. 
(WH RcMrt). 

MARCH 10, 1993 — Thomason fills out WH Personnel Action paperwork which 
lists him as a “volunteer.” It isn’t signed until March 22nd & is stamped on March 
23d with “RUSH />iSAP.” 

MARCH 12, 1996 — Memo to Harry Thomason from Darnell Martens concerning 
Harry Thomason’s discussion with POTUS to hire TRM as a consultant to review 
use of government aircraft and claims to be able to save “hundreds of millions of 
dollars. 

MARCH 23, 1993 — Harry 'Thomason is pven a White House pass for access to 
OEOB, White House Mesa, 2d Floor East Wing, Roosevelt Room & Rahm Emanuel’s 
office & is given an office in the East Wing. 

APRIL 1, 1993 — Rahm Emanuel in memo to Mark Gcaran: “I have asked Harry 
Thomason to come to the White House and do an inventory of ways in which we 
can better use the White House for public relations events. 'Ine Disney event [Mick- 
ey Mouse’s 65th Birthday] seems to fit under this category. 1 will put your inquiry 
on Harry’s docket for his advice. 

APR&, 1993 — Watkins tells Cornelius he is placing her in the WHTO to make 
commercial arrangements for the White House staff and to observe the WHTO & 
report to him by May 15th. (WH Report). 

Hany 'Thomason calls Watkins tnat he had heard rumors of improper activities 
in the WHTO. (WH Report) [Other reports place this call before Cornelius goes into 
WHTO]. 

Cornelius begins to take files to make copies & takes home travel files taken from 
Dale's cabinet after showing them to Watkins. 

APRIL 3, 1993 — Cornelius begins work in the WHTO. (Some reports list this as 
April 12th). 

APRIL 6, 1993 — Memo to Bruce Lindsey from Darnell Martens concerning 
POTUS's meetings with Harry 'Thomason to hire TRM as a consultant to review 
govt, use of its aircraft. 

Memo to David Watkins from Maijorie Tarmey (First Lady’s office) regarding 
travel expenses of members of the Health Care Task Force. The invoices for reim- 
bursement were sent to Catherine Cornelius as instructed by David Watkins. 

Memo to David Watkins from Marjorie Tarmey (First Lady’s office) regarding re- 
imbursement for travel expenses for members of HCTF. “'Thus far, we have assisted 
them in getting the best travel rates possible through WORLDWIDE TRAVEL.” 

APRIL 7, 1993 2:30 — Bruce Lindsey meets with Darnell Martens to discuss TRM 
to perform an “operational and financial audit” of government aircraft. 

Darnell Martens met with Harry Thomason to discuss the Lindsey meeting. 

APRIL 12, 1993 — Memo to Bruce Lindsey from Darnell Martens concemii^ pro- 
posed 'TRM audit of govt, aircraft & requesting Executive Orders from POTUS. 
Martens claims this will be part of reinventing govt. 

APRIL 26, 1993 — Harry Thomason calling Bruce Lindsey to discuss hiring 'TRM 
to audit use of govt, aircraft. [Note: Letterhead for TRM now also includes “Harry 
Thomason & Associates, Inc.”] 

APRIL 28, 1993 — Harry 'Thomason calling Bruce Lindsey to set up Friday/Satur- 
day meeting. 
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APRIL 29, 1993 — Rahm Emanuel assigns Reta Lewis to prepare schedule for 
Harry Thomason & his unnamed assistant (it is Markie Post) to interview White 
House staff on April 30 & May 1. (GAO Int). An assistant named Bobby Ferguson 
also assists. 

Memo from Darnell Martens to Bruce Linds^ with a summary of the proposed 
TRM audit of govt, aircraft using GSA ICAP & FAA to help with the 11 month pro- 
posed audit. 

6:63 p.m. — Harry Thomason called Bruce Lindsey to call him back at the Jeffer- 
son Hotel & that Rita Lewis is scheduling meetings for him. 

APRIL 30, 1993 8:46 — Harrv Thomason meeting with Bruce Lindsey at OEOB. 

9:16 — Harry Thomason scheduled to get photo I.D. & then to attend meetings on 
Health Care Task Force. 

11:40 — Harry Thomason to meet with Scheduling & Advance personnel. 

3dS6 — Harry Thomason to meet with Ricki Seidman on “ Communications”. 

4:46 — Harry Thomason to meet with Political Affairs personnel — Rahm Emanuel 
& Reta Lewis. 

MAY 1, 1993 — Clerda transfers to White House counsel’s office. 

HRC leaves to jp to Michigan. 

11:30 — Harry ’Thomason to meet with Dee Dee Myers on “Communications”. 

12:30 — Harry ’Thomason to meet with David Dreyer on “Conveyance of Message”. 

1:30 — Harry ’Thomason to meet with Jeff Eller on “Media”. 

p.m. — Harry 'Thomason, as guest of Time, attends WH Correspondent’s Dinner & 
hears George Condon speak of growing expenses for traveling press. (GAO Report). 

Rahm Emanual asks Harry Thomason how to use White House as a symbol. 

MAY 3, 1993 — Harry Thomason calling Bruce Lindsey to confirm that he received 
the Darnell Martens fax and that he had scheduled the meeting. 

MAY 6, 1993 — Darnell Martens sent Jack Kelly of 0MB a fax with the 4/12 and 
4/29 memos he had previously sent to Bruce Lindsey. 

MAY 7, 1993, Friday — Cornelius & Cerda meet with Harry 'Thomason 

MAY 10, Monday — Harry Thomason calls Watkins about the status of the 
WHTO. 

Harry Thomason has Martens memo faxed to the White House. 

Harry 'Thomason meets with Watkins and asks him if he had done anything about 
the WHTO. Watkins says he put Cornelius there. 

Watkins calls Cornelius to meet with Thomason about the WHTO to get informa- 
tion for her May 15 memo. (WH Report, 453). 

Ricki Seidman calls Webb Hubbefl at DOJ. 

MAY 11, 1993, 'Tuesday 7:46 — Senior White House Staff meeting. (VF Calendar). 

Cornelius is paged while on a Chicago presidential trip to call a TIME magazine 
reMrter who wanted to know if she is the President’s cousin. 

Cornelius mentions this call to Eller. 

a.m. — Meeting with Foster, Mike Berman, H.Thomason, Watkins in Watkins’ of- 
fice to discuss “possible uses of PIC [Presidential Inaugural Commission] money to 
support White House goals and/or operations including correspondence, response 
backlog and advance.” 

Bill Kennedy, Berman & Betsy Wright call Hubbell at DOJ. 

Cornelius tells Jennifer O’Connor she is concerned that Watkins wants her to 
meet with Harry 'Thomason. 

Watkins tells O’Connor to meet with Harry Thomason about the White House 
25% personnel cuts. 

MAY 12, 1993, Wednesday — Nussbaum wrote letter to FBI liaison about clear- 
ance for Darnell Martens stating that he was being considered for a White House 
staff position. (Nussbaum denied this in GAO Int.). 

Martens receives a WH pass. 

Foster receives call from Harry Thomason’s secretary to set up meeting. (VF 
diary). 

8:40 — Watkins calls Foster to set up meeting and tells Foster that the First Lady 
was interested in the matter. 

8:56 — Foster calls Hubbell at DOJ. 

9:30 — Darnell Martens meets with Jack Kelly of 0MB regarding GSA contract. 

lOKK) — Foster met with Harry 'Thomason. 

Cornelius met with Foster. 

10:46— Darnell Martens arrives to go to West Wing. 

Harry Thomason meets with Corndius in East Wing of WH about WHTO wrong- 
doing. (WH Re^rt). 

O’Connor scheduled to meet with Harry 'Thomason about the 25% cuts but it is 
cancelled because of “crisis” with Watkins. They go to Watkins office where 
'Thomason complains that “these guys are ripping us olT.” and that it will be a “great 
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JPTO88 8tory, Bill Clinton cleaning up House.” Cornelius shows “her file” to Harry 
lliomason & Bobby Ferguson and tells him that cash seemed to be missing. 

Harp^ Thomason, Cornelius & later. Martens, meet with Watkins to “report their 
suspicions.” (WH Report). 

11:20 — Darnell Martens checks in at WH gate again to meet with Ferguson in 
East Wing. 

Harry Thomason met with First Lady. (OPR, GAO) The First Lady tells Harry 
Thomason to “stay ahead of this" and that corruption in WHTO would be “a good 
story.” 

Lunch — Watkins has lunch with Jennifer O’Connor in White House mess and 
tells her “confidential information” that Harry Thomason has dealings with travel 
company and that WHTO solicited kickbacks. 

Thomason and Cornelius have lunch 

Meeting with Many Thomason & Cornelius about “neater urgeiw.” 

2:46 — Meeting with Foster, Watkins, Cornelius, Martens & H.Thomason in Fos- 
teFs office about WHTO kickbacks & Ultrair 

3H)0 — Cornelius ^oes home to get WHTO files she took from WHTO. 

4K)0 — Meeting with Foster, l^nnedy, Watkins, Cornelius & Harry Thomason in 
FosteFs office (vF Diary). Cornelius mves the WHTO files to Kennedy at Fosters’ 
direction. (GAO Int.). Foster &. Kennedy surest an internal WH audit. 

Cornelius calls Betta Carney at World Wide Travel at Watkins’ direction and tells 
them to be prepared to come to the White House. 

5:30 — Kennech calls James Bourke at FBIHQ about a problem that he is unsure 
of how to handle and mentioned possible “embezzlement” or “skimming of funds.” 

MAY 13, 1993, ’Thursday — World Wide Travel sends one agent to Washington, 
D.C. in response to Cornelius’s May 12 call. 

7',30 — Bourke calls Wade to tell him about Kenne^ call. 

After WH Counsel staff meeting, Kennedy tells Foster that he called Bourke at 
FBI for advice. (WH Report). 

8K)0— Bourke & Wade meet with Thomas Carl about Kennedy call. (Wade & Carl 
do not remember Carl being there.) They suggest Bourke contact Apple. 

8:30— Bourke calls Kennedy to get more information and Kennedy says he needs 
prompt attention. (OPR, WH). 

Harry Thomason spends entire day at White House. 

Ricki Seidman calls Hubbell 2 times. 

9KM) — Bourke calls Apple & briefs him. Bourke calls Kennedy to say that Apple 
will call. 

9:16— Apple calls Kennedy & set up 'White House meeting with Apple & Foran 
at Kenneys request for person from FBIHQ. When Apple suggests a FBI filed of- 
fice person, Kennedy tells nim it is directed “at highest levels.” 

9:30 — Apple met with Foran about Kennedy call. 

Apple & Foran met with Coulson about Kennedy call., 

Coulson told Apple & Foran to go to WH to meet with Kennedy although Foran 
suggested a field person go. [Kubic says he approved Apple going to White House. 

Apple told Coulson about IRS mention by Kennedy. 

9:40— Kidman calls Hubbell. 

Apple, Foran & Coulson briefed Gow about matter and tell him that it is at “high- 
est level.” 

(Jow said DOJ should be notified. 

10:00 — Kenne<W returns Bourke’s call & says he needs a call back in 15 minutes 
or he will go to IRS or another agency. Bourte described Kennedy as “frustration/ 
desperation.” [Kennedy told OPR he initiated first call because he hadn’t heard from 
Bouike]. 

11K)0 — Apple & Foran met with Kennedy at OEOB and Kennedy repeats “highest 
level” and ufe threat. [Kennedy told OPR he considered evidence we^ and merely 
wanted advice]. Kennedy tells them that a company that worked for the President 
during the campaign wanted a contract for services in the WH but were told they 
could not get the business. 

Foran & Apple return to FBIHQ & briefed Coulson. 

Coulson said he would brief Verinder. 

a.m. — O’Connor meets with Harry 'Thomason again to “explain the 25% staff cut.” 
Harry Thomason has to leave to meet with Watkins and O’Connor joins them. 

11:30 — Kennedy calls Hubbell. 

12:00 — Foster calls Kennedy for a “status” (VF Diary). 

1:00 — Coulson called Foran to come to brief Wade. 

Foran told Wade to call Kennedy. 

Wade briefed Kubic, said further interview was at 2:00. 

Verinder told Wade &; Carl to go to OEOB to meet with Kennedy. 
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Cornelius & Harrv Thomason meet with Eller & Watkins 

EUer meets with Watkins & P.Thomasson. 

[3:30] — Wade & Carl meet with Kennedy. Kennedy tells Wade & Carl about high- 
est levels. 

Foster joins meetiM and they claim this matter is urgent because of possible 
leaks to the press, IRS threat repeated. 

Wade & Carl say that there is not enou^ to go forward with a criminal investiga- 
tion. 

Kennedy arranged for Wade & Carl to meet with Cornelius. 

Wade & Carl meet with Cornelius in Kennedy’s ofilce & she said Darnell Martens 
told her of ‘kickbacks” from Miami Air Charter and his conversation with Dale. 

O’Connor says Cornelius tells her she met with FBI and they asked good ques- 
tions but left meeting with no resolution and Watkins and Foster agreed that there 
wasn’t enough evidence. 

Meeting with Harry Thomason, Ellers & Cornelius to push for immediate dismis- 
sals. 

4:48— Seidman calls Hubbell. 

Wade & Carl meet again with Kennedy & Foster after Cornelius leaves and sug- 
TCsted outside auditors. Carl felt confident after meeting with Cornelius that the 
FBI had sufficient predicate to do investigation. 

Foster said he would check with “higher authority” to see if FBI could be present 
at audit. 

Foster, Watkins & Patsy Thomasson meet with McLarty & McLarty approves the 
KPMG review. (WH Report). 

Patsy Thomasson says Foster mentions that POTUS & HRC — “the clients” as he 
refers to them are “concerned” about the WHTO matter. 

Foster & McLarty speak to the First Lady about WHTO. (OPR). 

The First Lady sees McLarty & asks him about the WHTO. (WH Report). 

Foster meets with the First Ladv & tells her of the KPMG review. 

Patsy Thomasson & Watkins call the Procurement Department about a WH audit. 

Watkins & Thomasson arrange for KPMG, Larry Herman, auditors to start Fri- 
day, May 14, 1993. Watkins calls KPMG Larry Herman because he had “volun- 
teered hia services” for the Performance Review audits. 

Wade & Carl return to FBIHQ and brief Kubic in his office. Kubic tells Wade to 
contact WMFO 

Wade sraaks to Kennedy 2 or 3 times. 

Wade, Carl & Kubic brief Verinder in his office. 

Foster tells Ricki Seidman of the audit teams. 

8H)0 — Patsy Thomasson pages Jennifer O’Connor to come to Watkins’ office. 

Watkins is on phone with Larry Herman asking about the audit. 

5:30 — Meeting with O’Connor, Patsy, Watkins & Foster. Watkins says KPMG Re- 
view will be paid of NPR. 

OKK) — Patsy Thomasson meets with “SWAT team. Foucart, Paul Toback, Matt 
Moore, O’Connor, Peter Se^al, V.Foster & Bill Kennedy to plan next day for KPMG 
review. They are told to be in at 7:30 a.m. the next day. 

6:30 — Foster called Wade that FBI should not accompany auditors into WHTO be- 
cause of bad press. Kenne^ tells Wade he checked with “higher ups” on this. 

7:30 — O’Connor calls KPMG Larry Hennan that another NPR person will cover 
for him on NPR on Friday. 

7:40 — Wade sent e-mail to Larry Potts about matter & mentions “highest level” 
& that Foster expressed his “appreciation” several times. 

Carl & Wade meet with Jerry Campane from WMFO & ASAC Don Thompson 
from the FBI Field Office. 

Harry Thomason at White House all day into late evening 

Patsy Thomasson pages Foster at Israeli Dinner to confirm plan with auditors. 

Foster sraaks with the First Lady in evening re:travel 

IIHM) — Foster calls Patsy Thomasson to find Watkins. 

Watkins discusses plan to audit with Foster. 

Cerda stays up “all night” at White House (or their home with Jennifer O’Connor 
& Catherine Cornelius). 

MAY 14, 1993, Friday 7:30 — ^Kennedy, Foster, Patsy Thomasson, O’Conner & 
Matthew Moore met with KPMG auditors. [Also present were B.Foucart, Segal, Paul 
Toback (Cornelius wasn’t invited) 

O’Connor and Toback are to do WH NPR Review at same time. Larry Hennan 
was to update Patsy Thomasson every 2 hours & she was to brief Kennedy & Wat- 
kins. 

Kennedy calls Carl to say that the “audit” began and that records “were in sham- 
bles.” 
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Foster briefed Ridci Seidman. 

Foster met with Seidman, McLarty & Jeff Eller about immediate WHTO firings 
and Eller recommends immediate firings 

Watkins met with Seidman & Eller. 

Patsy Thomasaon calls Dale Helms about competitive bidding. 

Cornelius calls World Wide and says firings may happen at ^any minute.” 

Cornelius tells World Wide they will be paid under an “emergency procurement 
procedure” until they could do a bid. 

[9K)0] — Patsy Thomasson calls KPMG for an update but he has none. Hany 
Thomason returns to the White House in the morning 

Foster spoke to the First Lady about WHTO. 

Watkins called Thomasson for an update in Foster’s presence. 

Kubic calls Gerald McDowell 1 or 2 times and mentioned talks to Keeney 

McDowell tells Kubic it is within the jurisdiction of Public Integrity, Joe Gangloff. 

McDowell contacts DAAG Jack Keeney [as per Kubic]. 

2:30 — Amy Stewart from the Rose Law Firm calls Hubbell from Foster’s office & 
says she will be in a meeting for a few hours and will call afterwards. 

Watkins notes say he haa a phone conversation with the First Lady in which she 
told him “Harry says his people can run things better; save money, etc. And besides 
we need those peome out— We need our people in — We need the slots.” 

Billy Dale tells Matt Moore he has already put in retirement papers. Moore tells 
Patsy Thomasson and she asks for information from WHTO files she has collected. 

Jennifer O’ Connor does a Lexis/Nexus search on UltrAir. 

Notes from an unknown author on “White House Travel" state: “What will reac- 
tion by press be if we do S&L/Bank type audit and no improper findings?” . . . “Do 
we hamper possible criminal investigation re disposal of evidence?". . . . “What are 
negative political consequences if no criminal violations?” . . . “FBI would not ordi- 
narily get in but . . .” 

2:32^Kubic e-mails Carl & Wade about calls & told them to call Gangloff at DOJ 
PIS. 

Kennedy calls Carl to say that 13 checks had discr^ancies. (Notes 09459). 

Cornelius shows WHTO documents she took to KPMG Herman & tries to direct 
him to look at checks made to cash. 

6K>0 — Carl called Gangloff & told him Keeney had been contacted. [Keeney 
thought Gangloff contacted him.] 

5:<Ss— Carl told Kubic he briefed Gangloff. 

Verinder recalls being told that DOJ was contacted. 

6:46 — Kennedy told Carl that a performance review of the WHTO in the a.m. 
showed “disarray.” 

6:30 — Watkins calls the First Lady at Foster’s suggestion, to give update from 
P.Thomasson & auditors. 

8:46— Patsy Thomasaon oversees GSA changing of the WHTO locks. 

Patsy calls Watkins in Memphis to “urge him. to call Harry Thomason at the Jef- 
ferson Hotel. He calls Harry at midni^t to tell him the report will not be released 
before Monday. 

Jennifer O’Connor works until midnight. 

MAY 16, 1993, Saturday 8d)0 — Foucart waives in auditors into WH compound. 

Auditors reported to Patsy Thomasson. 

Thomasson reported to Foster throughout day about audit. 

Fan Dozier of World Wide 'Travel met Billy Dale at WHTO. 

Cornelius tells World Wide personnel the First Lady wanted travel office employ- 
ees out of there. 

Patsy Thomasson calls Cerda/Comelius home. 

9K)0 — Patsy Thomasson calls Foucart and asks him to speak to travel office em- 
ployees about the scope of their work “since they may be fired” soon. 

lOKK) — Jennifer O’Connor & Foucart interview Billy Dale & report back to Patsy 
'Thomasson & give her their notes. 

O’Connor is present during audit allegedly as part of Nafl Performance Review. 
(O’Connor denies her presence was part of NPR & says she was only an observer). 

[12K>0] — Briefing with Kennedy, KPMG Herman & Jack Miller, O’Connor & 
Patsy 'Thomasson concerning WHTO accounting procedures, quality of records, cost 
estimates & UL'TRAIR. 

Kennedy called Carl at home to come to White House for briefing from auditors. 

Carl called Wade about Kennedy call. Wade said Kubic said it was ok to go to 
WH meeting. 

Wade called 'Thompson and 'Thompson told Wade that Carl & David Bowie should 
go to White House meeting. 
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4K>0 — Foster calls Kennedy that auditors were ready to report “possible impropri- 
eties.” 

Poucart finishes 2-page typed memo to Patsy Thomasson concerning his interview 
with Dale. 

Foucart gives memo to O’Connor to edit. 

6K)0 — Carl & Bowie meet with Kennedy, Patsy Thomasson & KPMG Larry Her- 
man in White House West Wing and are told about the 13 checks. 

Carl & Bowie reafTirm to Kennedy that there is sufficient predicate to initiate an 
FBI criminal investigation as per DOJ. They are told that the auditors final report 
is due Wednesday, May 19, 1993. 

Kennedy assures Carl that the WHTO records are secure. 

Carl returns to FBIHQ and briefs Kubic. 

Kubic briefs Verinder about WH auditor’s briefing. 

Patsy Thomasson says she has the WHTO hard drive printed of all computer in- 
formation. 

Lindsey s^s he showed “Mack memo” to POTUS that night in California and dis- 
cusses WHTO (but they are not in California until Monday and Tuesday. 

MAY 16, 1993, Sunday — Fan Dozier of World Wide ^oke to Harry Thomason 
who said the First Lady would be very angry that the WHTO employees were stiU 
there. 

Patsy Thomason calls several computer people at home to come in to perform the 
hard drive removal process of the Travel Office computers. A file with data in it was 
named “flotus.db”. It was printed out and all the data in the database was given 
to an Office of Administration computer official. 

“HRC pressure” (written notes by Mack McLarty on a chronology of the Travel 
Office firinra done on 5/25/93. The committee has reviewed this document but has 
not been allowed a copy.) Foster meets with PO'TOS with several other staffers. 
(POTUS and First Lady Doth at White House this day.) 

MAY 17, 1993, Monday — Patsy 'Thomasson in Travel Office when employees ar- 
rive to work that day. 

Patsv 'Thomasson briefs Watkins about WHTO weekend events. 

KPMG First Draft Report is given to Kennedy with letter that the procedures 
were not an audit & they give no assurances on the information in the report. 

Watkins reviews KPMG auditor’s draft report. 

Watkins offers to give Foucart Clhris Vein^ job. 

Patsy Thomason and Watkins brief McLarty on report & the Saturday meeting. 
McLarty tells Watkins that “this is a hot topic 

around here.” Watkins is to prepare a memo on the procedures to fire the WHTO 
employees. 

Watkins asks O'Connor to draft memo to McLarty. It is given to McLarty that 
evening. 

(Cornelius calls Watkins to say that Dale wants to see him. 

SMO — Dale comes in to tell Watkins that he wants to retire but Watkins says no, 
that there will be a meeting on Wednesday, May 19th at 10:00 a.m. 

Watkins sends memo on KPMG Draft ^port in context of I^R & firing proce- 
dures with Cornelius in charge & World Wide ternporarily taking over travel serv- 
ices. to McLarty & cc to HRC. They will reduce stafT from 7 to 3. 

Watkins faxed Martens memo and talking points to Eller in California. Eller dis- 
cusses problems in WHTO with Bruce Lindsey in California. 

Lindsey discusses Memo with POTUS. 

Watkins spoke to Foster of his decision to terminate the WHTO employees on 
Wednesday, Mw 19th. 

Helms gives Patsy Thomasson information on the procurement & prx>cess to man- 
age charters by competitive bidding. 

MAY 18, Tuesday — Watkins tells Foucart to get involved in the WHTO, that 
they plan to fire the travel office employees. 

Watkins asks Foucart to be a witness at the firings. 

12:40 — Kenne^ calls Kubic to say that “performance review” team was still re- 
viewing the WHTO records. 

Kubic e-mails this information to Wade. 

t^e Berman faxes memo to Foster outlining “Issues for Possible Review by OLC 
which included analysis of how to provide an outside source of fhnding to pay for 
volunteers using leftover Presidential Inaugural Commission money. 

Eller shows Martens memo & talking points to Myers and Dreyer and they decide 
to pre-brief George Condon & A1 Kamen. 

1:46 — Kubic e-mails information about fraud on the part of the Director of the 
WHTO. 
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Cornelius contacts Steve Davison and Fan Dozier of World Wide to Meet with 
Watkins in the morning. 

p.m. — Far, Dozier & Steve Davison of World Wide has meeting with Watkins & 
P.lliomasson & Cornelius at 0MB. 

Meetup at OEOB with Watkins & Brian Foucart (Foucart denied attending) 

Patsy Thomasson said firing was to occur tomorrow. Watkins calls Eller and says 
firing is tomorrow. 

Eller briefs Myers and David Levy on the trip. 

MAY 19, Wednesday — Patsy Thomasson called Kennedy to tell him a decision 
was made to fire WHTO employees. 

Patsy Thomasson calls Dale Helms to see how White House could have short term 
contract with World Wide. 

Helms sugTCst waiver and to go through GSA Administrator. 

Watkins tmd Dee Dee Myers about the firings and promised to give her talking 
points. 

Watkins gave Myers talking points as she left for the Hill. 

Eller does pre-briefmg with Kamen and Condon. (224). 

Meeting in Watkins’ office with Steve Davison of World Wide, Patsy Thomasson, 
Frank Stidman, Cornelius, O’Conhor, Fan Dozier, & Chris Walton about WHTO. 

Kubic e-mailed Verinder about completion of the audit & that there is ‘adequate 
predication; for a criminal inquiry.” (audit was not complete) 

Kennedy called Carl & Wade about firings & Wade discussed problems the firings 
could cause with the FBI investigation. 

Kennedy discussed Wade’s concerns with Watkins. 

Kennedy called Wade & Carl to tell them that the firings were ^ing forward. 
Martens calls Penny Sample of Air Advantage to come to WHTO on a volunteer 
basis to arrange Presidential press charters. 

Watkins gave Kennedy a copy of the talking points. 

Kennedy met with Foster about the FBI investigation talking points. 

9K>0 — WFoster tells staff at morning meeting of the firings and Beth Nolan men- 
tions obligation to report. 

Kenne^ & Foster told Watkins to delete FBI investigation reference from the 
talking points. 

lOKK) — ^Watkins asked Ellers to contact Myers to delete FBI investigation ref- 
erence. (226h 

10HK>— WHTO employees wait for Watkins meeting in Room 480. 

10:30 — ^Watkins and Foucart tell WHTO employees they are fired (this is a “for 
cause” firing) and have until 12:30 to clear out which is later changed to the end 
of the day. 

10:30 — Watkins spoke to Myers and found out she had disclosed investigation to 
media. 

11:30 — ^Kennedy calls Hubbell. 

Kubic met with Gangloff at FBIHQ. 

GanglofT called Keeney about firing and the “URGENT Report.” 

Foucart goes with Dale to the WHTO bank where Dale tells Foucart of the 
Cornelius & Cerda memo and the memo concerning TRM & Thomason. 

Foucart tells Watkins of these 2 memos 

Dale hands over checkbook, cash, journal & black notebook to Foucart. 

12:30 — Myers returned to White House. Terry Hunt called Myers about the FBI 
investigation to which she confirmed. 

2:22 — Myers gave Press Briefing about firings, the National Performance Review 
and denied there was an FBI investigation. 

Susan Thomases at White House in the afternoon and into the evening. 

After press conference in which firing announced on basis of Peat Marwick audit, 
meeting with KING’S Larry Herman, Foster, Seidman, Stephanopolos, Myers, Ken- 
nedy, Patsy Thomasson & H.Thomason who was asking about the charters. Larry 
Herman, the auditor, is asked “Where the hell is the report?” Herman also asked 
to brief press but he refused. He then agrees to do background briefings for press. 
KPMG Herman calls in Senior Partner from KPMG, New York. 

Myers called Collingwood & told him she had disclosed information of the FBI in- 
vestigation. [CoIUngwood doesn’t remember this conversation.] 

Stephanopolos, Myers, & KF*MG auditors meet with media to brief them on 
WHTO firings on background. 

Levy spoke to Collingwood “a couple of times” each day to coordinate responses. 
Colnngwood had FBI press office prepare an FBI Response. 

Collingwood discussed press release with Carl Stem at DOJ. 

Keeney contacted David Margolis about URGENT Report to Reno on WHTO. 
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Margolis gave URGENT Report to Heymann’s special assistant, Cynthia Monaco 
who personally hands it to Heymann that day, tells him it is important and saw 
him start to read it. (Heymann says he didn’t read it until the next week.) 

MAY 20, 1093, Thursday — Sample begins work in WHTO on alleged pro bono 
basis. 

Steve Davison of World Wide asks Foucart, Chris, Overton & other lawyers how 
World Wide was ^ing to get pmd & about a contract. 

Helms, Patsy Thomasson, Foucart & Stu Bender meet with Cris Wise of Right 
Way Travel (subcontractor for World Wide) to discuss short-term contract for World 
Wine. 

Helms ^pares contract and waiver to to GSA but it is never submitted. 

Patsy ^omasson pages Cerda & ^melius after Counsel meeting. Patsy 
Thomasson tells Cornelius to make sure she tells the press that David Watkins did 
not read the Februatv 15, 1993 Memo. 

Watkins sees Cerda and Cornelius outside of Myers’ offioe and says “you never 
saw me read the memo” and “you guys did this on your own, right?. 

Watkins then tells Myers that Cerda can verify his story. Watkins tells Cerda, 
“I put it in the file, I never looked at it, it was a low priority.*^ 

Cerda mentions to Foster to “gt signatory on memo, first mention.” 

Watkins tells Foucart not to mscuss his conversation with Billy Dale. (0112). 

Eller “throws away* all documents he has concerning the wHTO when “^e re- 
moved himself from the issue.” 

OdX) — Senior Staff meeting B.Kennedy tells Nussbaum “on slippery slope, get in- 
volved . . . terminating though FBI wanted to interview.” 

10:16 — Mvers gives Press Briefir^ & mentions WR in context of KPMG Review. 

Jeff Eller's relations with Cornelius becomes public. Eller “removes himseir from 
issue and destroys aU documents 

KPMG Herman still reviewing the report and call in Senior KPMG New York 
partner, Mike Conway, to review Report. KPMG refuses to release Report since it 
IS not ready. 

Myers spoke to Collingwood about FBI response. [Collingwood doesn’t recall any 
conversation until May 21at]. 

Carl calls Kennedy about audit report but is told that the auditors are making 
changes in the audit report because parts didn’t make sense. 

l'.S0 — Stephanopolos mves Press Briefing. 

Stephanoralos asks Hany Thomason if he had any financial interest in any com- 
petitive bidding in WH work and he denied that he cud. 

Watkins tells Stephanopolos he never read the Feb. 16 Cornelius memo. 

4:49 — Carl sends chronology e-mail to Kubic that no FBI investigation would 
begin until after audit report on May 21st. 

6:46 — Kubic e-mails the Carl chronology to Verinder. 

Steve Davison of World Wide realizes they are “never going to get the business.” 

pjn. — Gene Gibbons of Reuter and Wolf Blitzer of CNN notify (leorge that they 
have obtained the Comelius/Cerda memo on restructuring the travel office. 'They 
agi^ to hold the story until Geoige, Dee and David can meet with their bureau 
chiefs the following morning. 

8d)0 — Foster scheduled to have dinner with Hubbell. 

MAY 21, 1993, Fridiu^POTUS tells press that WHTO firings were aimed to 
save taxpawr $$ & that KPMG Review was an “audit.” 

George, Dee Dee and David meet with Bill Headline, Wendy Walker and Wolf 
Blitzer of CNN and Bureau Chief and Gene Gibbons of CNN. Following meeting, 
thw run story. 

Collingwood told Myers that FBI was going to say it was conducting a criminal 
investigation. 

Nussbaum calls Phil Hej^ann because George urging him to do something, Floyd 
Clark happens to also be in Heymann’s office when Heymann agrees it isn’t im- 
proper to disclose the FBI investigation. 

10:30 — Steve Davison of World Wide meets with Foucart and is told he will get 
him “anything he needs.” Davison says what he needs is people who were fired. 

P.Thomasson says “we’ll give you anything you want.” 

Davison tells Foucart they are leaving. 

11:30 — YJoster calls Hubbell. 


Stephanopolos set up meeting with FBI & WH about WHTO in the presence of 
Nussbaum, Foster, Kennedy, Podesta, Watkins, Eller, Levy, Herman, Myers. & 
KPMG auditors. 

Levv called Collingwood to come to WH meeting. 

P.Thomasson calls Steve Davison and says to hang on. 

Davison halts SABRE delivery of new equipment. 
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Watkins and Foucart met with Davison and tell him he will give him whatever 
he needs. 

Davison savs he needs B. Dale’s staiT to explain how things work. 

Watkins tells Foucart to fi^re it out and leaves. 

Foucart calls Dale Helms & says World Wide is leaving and P.Thomasson & Wat- 
kins decided to go with a GSA approved agent. 

1:30 — Meeting in Stephanopolos’ ofnce with Nussbau^ Foster, Kennedy, 
Seidman, Myers, Watkins, KPMG press person-Barbara, Collingwood, livy and re- 
sulted in Collingwood being asked to revise the FBI Response. 

Collingwood revised FBI press response. 

Levy called Collingwood to get a fax copy of the revised FBI response. 

White House & World Wide Travel “agree” that World Wide will leave the WHTO 
according to White House. Davison ^ts on a plane and goes back to Little Rock. 

P. Thomasson meets with AMEX. Patsv asks Kennedy to ask FBI to guard the 
door and is told that would not be a good idea. Patsy gets Secret Service to guard 
the door. 

Watkins tells Dreyer that AMEX will handle commercial travel for the WHTO. 

Ann Devroy and Ruth Marcus notify George and Dee Dee that they have obtained 
copy of Martens memo. 

Myers calls H.Thomason in Florida. He tracks down Darnell Martens and tells 
him to go to the White House. 

Martens comes to White House at Dee Dee’s request and calls Ruth Marcus from 
Dee Dee’s oflloe to discuss memo. 

3H>0 — White House releases the FBI Press resnonse to the media. 

Stephanopolos disclosed WH meeting with Collingwood and announces that World 
Wide is not leaving, which he has to revise one hour later. 

3:30 — Carl called WH Associate Counsel about auditors’ report but was told it 
wasn’t complete. Kennedy says that audit report won’t be ready until Monday. 

Sessions is seen “running over to the AG’s office by the media. 

KPMG Herman & KPMG “team” walks final Report to Stephanopolos’ office for 
his Press Briefing. 

4:10 — Stephanopolos Press Briefing about FBI criminal investigation & mentions 
NPR and announces that World Wide is leaving and that AMEX will start on Mon- 
day. 

Watkins calls Betta Camev and apologizes. 

Davison calls Foucart ana says will only stay until Monday when AMEX comes 
in. 

4:17 — Carl e-mails to Kubic that he still didn’t have a finalized auditors report. 

6:30 — Car spoke to Kennedy about audit report and that he felt they were sand- 
bagging them by not producing it. 

6:30 — Final KPMG Report is faxed to Kubic at FBI. 

IRS begins investigation of ULTRAIR with 3 IRS agents going to ULTRAIR offices 
in Smyra, Georgia with a summons. 

MAY i^-23, 1993, Saturday A Sunday — ^POTUS travels to New Hampshire and 
talks extensively about the travel office (luring a session with local radio and tele- 
vision reporters. 

Patsy Thomasson calls Cornelius and complains she can’t handle the “situation.” 

GSA Jack Williams calls Patsy Thomasson and tells her not to contact AMEX 
again & that he is going to do a “competitive bid.” 

GSA carried out a “limited” competitive bid process for commercial travel arrange- 
ments over the weekend. 

American Express is awarded a 120-day contract to handle commercial travel ar- 
rangements. 

Berman sends 4-page Memo on “2d Draft of Issues for Review by OLC” to Foster 
& Watkins regarding the personnel issues and the use of inaugural funds. 

On Sunday, William Safire is on “Meet the Press” and accuses the White House 
of “politicizing FBI. 

MAY 24, 1993, Monday — Kennedy calls Hubbell. 

Bill Safire column on politicizing the FBI appears. 

10*.30 — Carl Stem calls Hubbell. 

10:46 — Kennedy calls Hubbell. 

American Express begins in the WHTO 

AG told press she knew nothing about WH contacts with FBI concerning the 
WHTO. 

AG is briefed on WHTO by Margolis, Heymann, or Keenev. 

Reno, HubbeU and Heymann s^ they hadn’t read URGENT ReMrt. 

Reno (ulled Nussbaum about White House direct contact with FBI. 



469 


4:30 — Foster meeting on the travel odtoe in Gearan’s office regarding the WH 
Management Review 

4:32— Carl e-mailed Verinder with a chronolopr of the May 13-21 contacts. 

Nussbaum issued a statement of policy for WH contacts. 

5K>0 — HubbeU meets with Seidman, Klein, Stem, McPadden, Hoffman, Guineres 
& Dubben at DOJ, Room 5131. 

BflAY 25, Tuea^y — Floyd Clarit met with Weldon Kennedy, Collingwoo^ Joseph 
Davis, Verinder, Joseph C. Johnson & Larry Torrence about the press articles and 
WH contacts with the PBI. 

Clark declined to initiate an PBI/OPR inquiry and instead requested a “manage- 
ment review" be done by Kennedy & Smith. 

Davis was to review Manual of Administrative Operations & Procedures and Man- 
ual of Investigative Operations & Procedures concerning the WH contacts with the 
PBI. 

Davis was to confer with Mar^Iis about DOJ Mlicies. 

ChronoloOT was prepared by the “agents.” (OPR). 

10:30 — ^McLarty had a meeting with senior staff on the Travel Office 

W.Kennedy prepares chronology, (several versions of a chronology are prepared on 
this day) 

WH announces that McLarty, who approved the firings, will do an internal man- 
agement review of the WH with the assistance of Panetta. Podesta and Stem to con- 
duct interviews. 

4:26 — Kennedy calls HubbeU at DOJ. 

4:30 — Foster meets with HRC in Maggie's office. Political team, Podesta, Gearan 
& Seidman meet at Gearan’s. 

Nussbaum issued a statement that all future WH contacts would be routed 
through the Justice Department. 

WH announces that the 5 non-financial WHTO employees would be placed on paid 
administrative leave. 

Gearan calls the five employees to tell them they are on administrative leave. 

6d50 — Kennedy -calls HubbeU at DOJ. 

MAY 20, 1003, WEDNESDAY — FBI WMFO scheduled appointments to interview 
Kennedy, (ilomelius & Cerda. 

Frank Wolf initiated a congressional inquiry with IRS, Office of the Commissioner 
regarding involvement by the IRS in UltrAir investigation. 

10:30 — Meeting with McLarty, Gearan, Foster, Watkins, Nussbaum, Lindsey, 
Myers, St^hanopolos, Panetta, Neel & Bill Kennedy. 

5 of 7 WHTO employees are placed on Administrative leave. 

MAY 27, 1003, Thursday — POTUS press conference tells press that WHTO 
firings were part of 25% downsizi^ & that nothing was done until KPMG found 
“serious mismanagement.” [Note: KI^G disagrees with this.] 

FBI Carl initiated contact with IRS as reported in the Aug. 5, 1993 IRS Richard- 
son letter. 

11K)6— Foster calls HubbeU. 

8K)0p.m. — Peggy Richardson scheduled to see Foster at her home. 

MAY 28, lOOSTtVid^ — FBI Managen^nt Review is completed. 

Heymann overheard &8sion discussing the FBI Report and blaming Deputy Clark 
for the FBI’s overly enthusiastic response to WH. 

Richardson calls HubbeU to give congrats. 

Stem memo to Heymann alraut procedures for FBI Press Office contacts with the 
White House and says he thinks there was more going on at the FBI then has been 
admitted. (Stem now says he did not give the memo to Heymann but in his initial 
GAO interview he did not say this.) 

David Gergen goes to White House for evening meeting with President and First 
Lai^ for new job as Senior Counselor to the President. 

Hany Thomason still in town and at White House 

LATE MAY — ^Alice Sessions calls Sheila Anthony and tells her that the “Travel 
Office wouldn’t have happened if there weren’t people within the FBI who were try- 
ingto do in the Administration.” 

JUNE 1, 1993, Monday— Cerda receives calls from Foucart & he tells her she 
should resign. 

FBI Report is signed by Weldon Kennedy in Session’s absence. 

FBI Report is hand carried ^ Smith to AG’s office 

Chairman Clinger makes FIRST REQUEST for hearing on the White House Trav- 
el Office. 

JUNE 2, 1993, Tuesday — Patsy Thomasson tells Cerda that Cornelius should re- 
sign rather than to be fired. She suggests a DNC job for Cornelius and that 
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Cornelius can just say she is leaving because of the “stress.” She says it is the only 
to save Watkins’ job. 

Cerda relates her conversation to Cliff Sloan and he promised to tell only Nuss- 
baum or POTUS. 

Patsy Thomasson finds out and denies conversation. 

Penny Sample and Air Advantaw leave the WHTO. 

Penny Sample is replaced by the GSA to make all press charter arrangements. 

Hubbell signs off on 1st official response letter to Sen. Dole concerning the WHTO 
firinOT. 

JUNE 3, 1993, Wednesday — Stem met with Collin^ood about FBI press office. 

Poster is interviewed by Podesta & Stem for WH Management Review. He does 
not mention the First Lailys role in this intitial interview. 

JUNE 5, 1993 — Steve Davison of World Wide Travel tells Management Review 
interviewers that “when Har^ Thomason and Darnell Martens found travel oflice 
not putting business out for bid he heard Harw Thomason hired a private investiga- 
tor."^ Also says “Harry Thomason was moving force who stirred this up . . .” 

Davison also said “we ended up doing Health Care Task Force travel . . . done 
with private funds.” (White House appears to have sought and received reimburse- 
ment through public monies.) 

Davison also s^s “Amex last people we should’ve put in . . . biggest . . . need 
to put out for bid.'' 

JUNE 7, 1993 4:10 — IRS Commissioner Richardson calls Hubbell 2 times. 

5:00 

JUNE 9, 1993 — IRS response by Dolan tO Wolf letter stating that he has directed 
a review of IRS investigation of ULTRAIR. 

JUNE 10, 1993 — FBI begins to take custody of the WHTO records. 

JIWE 11, 1993 — Senator Dole letter to Sessions about WHTO. 

Wolf letter to IRS Commissioner Peggy Richardson requesting additional IRS re- 
view of WH contacts. 

JUNE 16, 1993 — ^Kennedy, Foster, Larry Potts, Betsy Wright, Cardozo & Heather 
Foley call Hubbell. 

iRS Inspection Report finished but not released. IRS released statement to press. 

IRS letter from Richardson to Senate regarding willingness to share redacted re- 
port. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION OF INQUIRY on the WhiU House Travel Office is intro- 
duced. Chairman Clinger an original co-sponsor with Bob Michel, Henry Hyde, Newt 
Gingrich and Dick Armey. 

3K)0 — Hub bell has WH meetiM. 

SOMETIME IN MAY AND AlNE — Poster comjpiles notebook and documents re- 
viewing the travel office matter. File contains detailed notes on Foster’s analysis of 
the White House Management Review, the FBI report, the issue of Harry Thomason 
as a Special Government Employee and the role of the First Lady in the travel office 
matter. The discussion about the FBI is direct^ on point regarding “the FBI lied” 
statement in Foster’s note — Foster reviews the FBI report and notes “wrong* in nu- 
merous instances. 

JUNE 17, 1993— Pesgy Richardson calls Hubbell. 

JUNE 18, 1993 — Memo from Cynthia Monaco to David Marmlis about Cliff 
Sloan’s call that DOJ criminal investigation and IRS in^ipr should be coordinated. 

MH) JUNE, 1993 — White House requests draft of FBI internal management re- 
port. 

JUNE 21, 1993— HRC calls Hubbell. 

Susan Thomases and Kennedy, cal] Hubbell. 

JUI^ 23, 1993 — Andre Oliver receives a chronology from GSA concerning the 
WH contracts regarding procurement for World Wide to get a contract. 

Peggy RicharMon calls Hubbell. 

JUNE 24, 1993 — Wolf letter to IRS Richardson with additional questions not an- 
swered by IRS Report. 

JUNE 25, 1993 — Letter from Podesta to DAG Heymann requesting copy of the 
FBI Review. 

Jack Brooks calls Hubbell. 

Richardson calls Hubbell to say she will be out of town for 2 weeks and 


wiU cml. 

Susan Thomases, V.Foster, Neuwirth, & Sloan call HubbeU. 

JUI^ 28, 1993 IIKK) — Joe Davis returns call to Margolis and is told that WH 
staff renewed its request on Friday to receive the FBI ReTOit. 

11^8 — Davis e-mails Director, Clarke, Kenne^, Gow, Binney & Collingwood that 
the WH has repeated its request to view the FBl Report given to Reno by “5/29 
memorandum” and that report was being sent to WH by messenger “this a.m.” At 
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direction of He^ann, Ma^Iia gives FBI Report to WH staff attorneys conducting 
internal White House inquiry over FBI objection. 

4KK) — Keeney calls HubbeU. 

JUNE 29, 1993 — Seidman calls Hubbell. 

JUNE 30, 1993 — ^Foucart Memo to Patsy Thomasson on the procurement process 
and whether World Wide contract should have been ratified. 

Sessions responds to the Dole letter. ParaOTaph inserted into FBI letter at request 
of Margolis that agents did not consider the IRS mention by Kennedy to be a Uireat. 

Foster and McLarty meet with Podesta on WH Management Review. Discuss role 
of First Lady. 

Foster writes in his Travel Office file notebook “Thereby defend HRC role what- 
ever is, was in fact, or ni^t have been misperceived to be . . .” 

Linda Bloodwortn-Thomason at the White House 

First Lady has brief 6-10 minute interview with John Podesta on the Travel Of- 
fice. She says she did not see the Watkins memo at the time, did not know FBI 
being called in and heard about the travel office before the correspondents dinner 
. . . asked a couple people what happened. 

JULY 1, 1993— Neuwirth & Sloan meet with Hubbell. 

pjn. — Seidman calls Margolis and tells him draft copy of Management Review 
will be coming over to him around midnight. (It arrives about 7a.m. the next day) 

JULY 2, 1993 8:30— White House, I^desta & Stem fax Margolis & Nancy 
McFadden (Chief of-Staff to Hubbell) a draft of the WHTO Management Review. 

Margolis give White House Review draft to Heymann. 

Margolis gives draft of WH Report to Davis at FBI. 

Legislation mandating GAO Report is signed. 

White House Management Report is released to the media. 

McLarty, Panett^ Gearan and Podesta give press briefing on White House Man- 
agement Review. They announce the “Veprimands” of four employees; Watkins, 
Euler, Cornelius and Kennedy. 

Gearan issues WH policy guidelines for WH Communications contacts with FBI. 

Talking points prepared by the First Lady’s press secretary state that ““Mrs. Clin- 
ton never asked for the nrremo [Watkins memo] and did not read the memo. Mrs. 
Clinton had the memo routed to Maggie Williams. . . . Mrs. Clinton does not recall 
seeing the May 17 memorandum from Mr. Watkins . . . until after the Travel Office 
employees were terminated.” 

Foster, Nussbaum, Heymann call Hubbell. 

Seidman asks Margolis to get AG to confirm that IVH Report is accurate and 
8^n^ day hammering out a letter with Margolis. Margolis onV agrees to say that 
E^I-intemal review and White House report are “similar,” The ^ite House wanted 
something stronger. 

Party to celebrate Hubbell’s Senate confirmation with Sheila Anthony & Foster 
attending. 

EIARLY JULY — Foster talks to Jim Lyons about hiring outside attorneys for the 
Clintons to advise them on WHTO in case Foster had to testify. Lyons recommended 
Foster call Jim Robertson (now a D.C. district court judge) if the Clintons needed 
outside counsel. 

Lyons spoke to Nussbaum about representing the Clintons since Nussbaum alleg- 
edly wasn’t as involved in the WHTO as Foster. 

Lindsey says that he discussed outside counsel for the Clintons with Beryl An- 
thony. 

Foster gives Lyons an URGENT call to come to Washington because travel office 
matter “was escalating.” 

Foster discussed the WHTO matter and outside counsel for the Clintons with 
Susan Thomases & Jim Hamilton. 

JULY 9, 1993 — Foster asks Anthony for names of outside attorneys for White 
House staff in anticipation of Foster testifying at Congressional hearings. 

Podesta calls Hubbell two times. 

Foster notebook states that Peat Marwick auditors disagreed with the Manage- 
ment Review conclusions regarding their review. 

JULY 11, 1993 — New York Times editorial calls the White House Management 
Review, “A Stealthy, Evasive Confession.” 

JULY 12, 1993— Roll Call reports there will be a vote on a Travelgate Resolution 
of Inquiry on July 14. 

PeMV Richardmn calls Hubbell. 

JULY 13, Tuesday — Podesta & Stem brief members of Judiciary Committee. 

Peggy Richardson calls Hubbell. 

Chairman Jack Brooks calls Hubbell. 

Podesta & McLarty call Hubbell together. 
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President Clinton informed then Rep. Jack Brooks that the AG was in the process 
of reviewing matters relating to the Travel Office “and you can be assured that [she] 
will have the Administration’s full cooperation in investigating those matters which 
the Department wishes to review.” 

JULY 14, 1993, We^esday 12:1S — Jim Lyons calls Hubbell. 

Mike Berman, Nussbaum and Ricki Seidman call Hubbell. 

Judiciary Committee vote taken (and fails) on House Resolution of Inquiry de- 
manding that the White House release WHTO documents. 

Senator Dole letter to Reno requesting special counsel for Travelgate. 

IRS Commissioner Richardson calls Hubbell. 


IRS Commissioner Richardson cancels meeting with Rep. Wolf on IRS Travelgate 
Remrt. 

JULY 15, 1993, Thursday — Commissioner Richardson again cancels meeting 
with Rep. Wolf 

Wolf letter to IRS Richardson concerning her cancelling meetings on July 14th 
and ISth. 

3:20 — Counsel for Chairman Jack Brooks calls Hubbell and on behalf of Chmn. 
Brooks extends thanks ‘for all your help.” 

Heymann e-mails Maryolis on the OPR Review to be done on the WHTO. 

JULY 18-17, 1993 — Foster on weekend trip to Maryland with his wife, Hubbell 
and Cardozos. Hubbell says they never talked about anything having to do with 
business or the Travel Office “even though you may find that hard to believe.’ 

JULY 18,1993, Sunday — Lyons spoke to Foster to confirm their meeting on 
Wednesday, July 21st. 

Lyons was to call & confirm his fli^t schedule with Foster on Monday or Tues- 
day. 

JULY 19,1993, Monday 10:60 — Berman calls Hubbell 

FBI Director ^asions is fired. 


lldW— -Hubbell meets with McLarty 

3d)(l— Sheila Anthony calls Hubbell 

p-m. — POTUS movie with Huhbell, VF can’t make it. 

JULY 20, 1993, Tuesday 9:30 — Louis Freeh is appointed Director of FBI. 

Jim Lyons telephones Foster 3 times at WH. 

11K>0— Seidman calls Hubbell. 

2:46 — Nussbaum calls Hubbell. 

4:00 — Jim Lyons calls Hubbell. 

6:46— Posters body is found. 

8:30 — White House’s first notification of Foster's Death to Watkins. (7/21 Press 
Briefing). 

[10:^] — Nussbaum, Maggie Williams & Patsy Thomasson enter Foster's office 
and look through files in briefcase & on desk while searching for a note.In Senate 
testimony Patsy says the briefcase was in the knee hole of the desk and she pulled 
it out and just thumbed through it and didn’t take anything out. (Later told GAO 
investigators she saw nothing ‘on his desk.” 

JULY 22, 1993, Thursday 8KK) — Susan Thomases pages Nussbaum. 

1K)0 — Search of Foster's onice by Nussbaum, Sloan & Neuwirth with Burton, DOJ 
Margolis & Adams, & Michael Stafford present. 

Foster’s personal papers moved over to Jim Hamilton’s office. 

White House explanation of Foster Travel Office file: First letter from White 
House (7/25/95) explaining the custody of the Foster file, states: “the actual docu- 
ments in Mr. Foster's Travel Office file remained in the custody of the Counsel’s of- 
fice from the time of his death on July 20, 1993 until they were provided to Inde- 
pendent Counsel Kenneth Starr. We have provided copies of documents from the file 
to the Office of Public Intepity of the Department of Justice and the Senate Special 
Committee to Investigate i^itewater . . 

IKK) — White House letter of 8/30/96 saw, “the documents were located in Mr. Fos- 
ter’s briefcase on July 22, 1993 by Mr. Nussbaum who removed them in the pres- 
ence of investigators and, after generally describing them, placed them on Mr. Fos- 
ter’s desk. We nave no knowledge of how or where Mr. Foster maintained this mate- 
rial prior to this date.” [Note: 1^. Foster did not maintain the documents from the 
time of his death on July 20 through July 22 when the review of his office began. 
Previous Mikva letter said the documents had remained in the Counsel’s office from 
the time of FosteFs death to the present. This response changes this prior expla- 
nation.] 

6K>0 — Magme Williams puts Clinton personal documents from FosteFs office in a 
closet in the First Family residence including a file about “The White House Prmect” 
a matter that Foster was working on with Harry 'Thomason and David Watkins. 
(The file is empty except for an envelope from the Brookings Institution.) 
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JULY 26, 1993, Monday — Neuwirth inventories Foster’s oflioe & finds notes. 
Neuwirth’s index does not include the Foster Travel OfRce file because allegedly at 
this point Nussbaum has already taken it and put in his oflice. 

More of Foster’s personal items are sent over to Jim Hamilton’s office. 

lldS2 — Jim Lyons calls Hubbell. 

Wolf meets with IRS Commissioner Richardson and sends letter with additional 
questions. 

JULY 27, 1993 IIKH) — Bruce Lindsey meets with Rowr Johnson, GSA. 

24 file folders of Foster documents are sent to First Family personal attorneys at 
Williams & Connolly 

2:30 — HRC calls Hubbell. 

9d>0pm — Foster suicide note turned over to Park Police. White House statement 
reads: The writing is undated and does not mention suicide, but it does contain 
statements whirii may shed light on Mr. Foster’s state of mind and which may pro- 
vide additional confirmation that Mr. Foster committed suicide.” No one at the 
White House including White House Counsel Nussbaum mentioned the Foster Trav- 
el Office file that also “shed light on Mr. Foster’s state of mind’ and explained some 
of the note. 

JULY 28, 1993, Wednesday — Heymann memos Keeney & Shaheen to start re- 
view for an OPR Report to review conduct of FBI contacts with WH. 

5d>0 — Kennedy calls Hubbell 

JULY 30, 1993— OPR/FBI role assigned to Leroy Teitsworth. 

Neuwirth interviewed by FBI about finding Foster note and July 22d search of 
Foster office. 

Nussbaum interviewed & states that he is not aware of other notes or messages 
which would be relevant. 

AUGUST 10, 1993— Jim Lyons calls Hubbell: “would like to see you tomorrow 
at 6:30 or 6p.m.” 

AUGUS'T 17, 1993 2d)0 — Hubbell meets with Kennedy. 

AUGUST 18, 1993 — GAO opening day of interviews. 

SEPTEMBER 22, 1993— Cliff Sloan calls Hubbell 

Clinger letter to Potts on Thomason’s status as an SGE. 

SEPTEMBER 23, 1993 — Kennedy, Lindsey, Jim Lyons, Cliff Sloan call Hubbell. 

SEPTEMBER 27, 1993 — Hubbell has lunch with Kennedy. 

SEPTEMBER 30, 1993 — GAO Interim Import on WHTO matter to House & Sen- 
ate. 

DECEMBER 20, 1993— Press reports that Whitewater documents were taken 
out of Foster’s office. 

1994 

JANUARY 20, 1994 — Fiske appointed special counsel for Whitewater. 

FEBRUARY 1994 — In meeting with GAO of mmority and minority Government 
Operations staff, then Deputy Majority Counsel Don Goldberg discussed he has 
learned that Public Integrity is close to indicting Billy Dale and two other individ- 
uals. Then Republican minority staff raise issue of why Majority Counsel has been 
informed of criminal indictments. 

FEBRUARY 3, 1994— H^mi ann announces resignation as DAG. 

FEBRUARY 11, 1994 — Heymann resigns as DepuW Attorney General. 

FEBRUARY 24, 1994 — Chairman Clinger, Henry Hyde and Dick Armey wrote to 
the Attorney General of their concern that DOJ criminal investigators were inform- 
ing congressional staff about possible criminal charges. 

MA^H 14, 1994 

Nussbaum realms as Counsel to the President. 

Fiske issues subpoenas on Whitewater Treasury contacts. 

Patsy Thomasson obtains a White House pass along with dozens of staffers who 
had delved this process. 

MARCH 14, 1994 — Hubbell resigns as Associate Attorney General. 

MARCH 18, 1994 — OPR Report forwarded to Acting Assistant Attorney General 
Joann Harris. 

MARCH 19, 1994 — Kingsbury GAO draft of report is completed. 

MARCH 31, 1994 — OIG Treasury Report of Inquiry on Possible Misuse of IRS 
in WHTO. 

APRtti 11, 1994 — Associate Counsel Eggleston writes memo to Cutler on GAO 
document requests noting that the White House had not addressed “the effort by 
Martens to mt a contract to conduct an accounting of the federal aircraft fleet . . .” 
previously abided documents were not called for. . . . (they were not provided to 
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MAY, 1994 — Neil Eggleston reviews Foster WHTO file to determine if responsive 
to Fiske subpoena. He says it was not. Eggleston said he learned of the file when 
Nussbaum called him in May and told him there was a Travel Office file that Foster 
had and it was under “T” for “Travel* in the general secretarial files. 

MAY 2, 1994 — GAO issues final GAO Report. 

MAY 26, 1994 — Watkins submits his resignation after using a military helicopter 
for a TOlf outing. 

JULY, 1994— Lloyd Cutler, Joel Klein, John Podesta, Jane Sherburne, & Sheila 
Cheston review Foster Travel Office file. 

JULY 10, 1994 — Neil Eggleston writes a memo to the file regarding the Vince 
Foster Travel Office file ana how it may or may not be responsive to numerous in- 
vestigations including GAO, OPR, Public Integrity and Independent Counsel Fiske. 
He decides it is responsive to Public Integrity but only portions are provided one 
month later. (The whole file is only received by Public Integrity after it is given to 
press) Eggleston says there is no need to tell GAO and OPR who are done with their 
reports. 

JULY 26, 1994 — House & Senate Whitewater Hearings begin. 

AU GUST , 1994 — Ken Starr appointed as independent counsel for Whitewater. 
SEPTEMBER 15, 1994 — Grand jury subpoena for documents from White House 
relating to Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens due on Sept. 30, 1994. 

OPR Report is redacted and sent over to Marvin Krislov at the White House to 
review pursuant to a FOLA request. (Faith Burton). 

OCTOBER 1, 1994 — Mikva Mgins at WH as Counsel to the President. 
NOVEMBER 18, 1994 — Kennedy resigns from WH counsel’s office. 

DECEMBER 7, 1994 — Billy Dale is indicted for embezzlement and conversion. 

1995 

APRIL 5, 1996 — White House turns over Vince Foster Travel Office file to Ken 
Starr. 

JULY 6 , 1995 — White House provides Vince Foster Travel Office file to press 
MAY 31, 1996 — Government ^form and Oversight Committee sends first docu- 
ment n^est to the White House on Travel Office matter. 

JUNE 14, 1995 — Government Reform and Oversight Committee sends second 
document request to the White House. 

JULY 7, 1996 — ^White House provides Committee with first documents — White 
House personnel forms 

JULY 13, 1996— Chairman Clinger requests a copy of the Travel Office file made 
available to the press. 

JULY 16, 1996 — White House sends copy of Senate document protocols requiring 
guards, signed non-disclosure agreements by staff, special pawr, etc. and condi- 
tioned receipt of the Foster Travel Office file on acceptance of tnese security proto- 
cols. 

JULY 17, 1996— Chadrman Clinrer wrote to Mikva pointing out that the Commit- 
tee should not be required to opmply with extensive protocols on documents already 
provided to the press. 

JI^Y 19, 1996— Committee receives Foster Travel Office file. 

JULY 20, 1996 — Chairman Clinger requests a “chain of custody” explanation for 
the Travel Office file. 

JULY 24, 1995 — OPR memo from AAG Shaheen to David Margolis regarding 
“Undisclosed Foster Notebook re the White House Travel Office Matter”, ^aheen 
writes, “we were stunned to learn of the existence of this document since it so obvi- 
ously bears directly upon the inquiry we were directed to undertake in late July and 
Au^st 1993.” 

JULY 26, 1996 — White House ‘chain of custody” explanation states that the doc- 
uments in the file “remained in the custody of the Counsel’s Office from the time 
of his death on July 20, 1993 until they were provided to Independent Counsel Ken- 
neth Starr.” ’There was no listing of who found, reviewed, dates, etc. as was re- 
quested. 

JULY 26, 1996 — Chairman Clinger notes the non-responsive answer on the 
“chain of cu^d/’ and renews the request. 

AlJGUS’r 28, 1995 — Govt. Reform and Oversight staff reviews additional pages 
of Foster Travel Office file that White House had said were “non-responsive.” 'These 
pages were regarding Mr. 'Ihomason’s efforts to use Presidential Inaugural Funds 
totoance volunteers at the WWte House and were clearly responsive to our request 
for documents to the White House. 

AUGUST 30, 1996 — White House provides another “chain of custody” expla- 
nation. 
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SEPTEMBER IS, 1995 — White House provides a further explanation of the 
“chain of Custody* which includes the White House informing Independent Counsel 
Fiske of the file in July 1994 after Cutler reviewed the file. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman, Mr. Podesta. 

Mr. Podesta. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I tried to keep up with you, Mr. Mica, as you went down, that 
list of facts, but I believe they’re all contained in the management 
review until the very last point that you raised with me, which was 
the question of whether Mr. Eller had destroyed documents. I was 
not aware that Mr. Eller had said that he — I don’t believe that I 
was aware that he said he destroyed documents, but the document 
that was specifically referred to — I see counsel rushing to refresh 
my recollection about this; I would appreciate it if they could. The 
document that was specifically referred to I think in Mr. dinger’s 
opening statement, the memo that Mr. Watkins wrote, there were 
multiple copies of, and the committee has them, and in fact we re- 
leased that document in our management review on July 2nd. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Chairman, I know my time is expired. I have ad- 
ditional questions. 

Mr. Clinger. The time has expired. The Chair will declare the 
committee in recess until 1 o’clock. 

[Whereupon, at 12:14 p.m., the committee was recessed to be re- 
convened at 1 p.m. this same day.] 

Mr. Clinger. The committee will resume sitting. And at this 

? )oint, no other members being present, apart from the gentleman 
rom Virginia, I will recognize the gentleman from Virginia for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

In early February, 1993, Mr. Martens claims to have written a 
memo, following a call he made to Billy Dale, inquiring whether 
White House charter business was subject to competitive bidding. 
It was faxed to the White House on May 10, 1993, and became a 
key document in accelerating the calling of the FBI. It appears that 
document may even have been shown to the FBI. 

The memo refers to TRM seeking White House business during 
Mr. Martens’ interview with Mr. Podesta’s White House manage- 
ment review team; Mr. Martens claimed it was a memo to myself. 

I knew what I was talking about, which was to find out the bid- 
ding process. What was in it for TRM? Nothing. Would you have 
continued consulting? No, on this bid; future projects, yes. I was 
trying to bring closure to this. 

'The thing I wanted to ask, Mr. Podesta — I tried to share with 
you a couple of documents a minute ago — did anyone tell you this 
was Mr. Martens’ memo prior to you interviewing Mr. Martens? Do 
you remember? 

Mr. Podesta. Congressman, I’m not sure whether someone told 
me whether it was Martens’ memo prior to my interviewing 
Martens, but Martens, I think, confirmed that it was Martens’ 
memo. 

Mr. Davis. The OPR report states that Darnell Martens was in- 
terested in gaining some of the Travel Office business for its client 
charter carriers. And as I look at his own memo, it looks pretty 
clear to me that’s the direction it was going. 
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I know the interview seems to indicate something different, but 
when you take a look at the memo, his own memo, it says Dee Dee 
Myers stated to both Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens that 
the White House was not tied to any particular charter operator 
and that, based on that assumption, she saw no reason why TRM 
shouldn’t be able to compete for the White House press corps char- 
ter business. 

Another couple of paraCTaphs down, it says — she talks about Mr. 
Dale, says that it would be impossible for TRM to earn the White 
House business. Later on, TRM informed Dale that TRM purchases 
a much higher volume of charter hours than the White House does 
and that the buying power could be combined with the White 
House business to lower the cost from particular vendors and the 
press corps. Lookii^ at that, doesn’t it appear he might have been 
interested in the White House charter business at that point? 

Mr. PODESTA. I think the memo on its face appears that way, but 
then we did do the subsequent interview with Mr. Martens, and he 
explained, at least what he said to us. 

Mr. Davis. OK. Now, I’ve shown you the — looks like the notes 
from the interview of Mr. Martens on that; and it says you refer 
to the possibility of TRM getting the business, and he said it was 
a memo to himself, he knew what he was talking about, which was 
to end the bidding process. But that doesn’t remly — it looks to me 
like that doesn’t really square with the substance of his own memo. 
It looks like it’s the old “I lied to my diary” routine. 

How — I guess you’re just taking his word for it. 

Mr. PoDESTA. Well, I think that there’s a context to this — let me 
explain it — which is that according to Mr. Martens, TRM was not 
in the charter brokerage business and they weren’t in the charter- 
ing business. They didn’t own — they didn’t own airplanes that were 
being used for this type of service. In fact. I’m not sure that they 
owned any airplanes, but if they did, they were small, private jets, 
not the kind of commercial airliners that needed to be utilized. 

Mr. Davis. Although he did broker — he did broker those during 
the campaign, did he not? 

Mr. PoDESTA. That is not my understanding. My understanding 
is that when the campaign came to chartering these, these t>^es 
of aircraft— you know, 727’s, that kind of thing — in the campaign, 
that Penny Sample at Air Advantage brokered — bid and brokered 
the provision of those airplanes. Martens provided some advice to 
her; I think he provided billing services to her. But — and I’m — ^but 
I don’t think he actually did the brokerage. I think that was Sam- 
ple’s job. 

Mr. Davis. You don’t know if he received any compensation from 
Sample, Martens, for the brokerage? 

Mr. PoDESTA. During? 

Mr. Davis. 'The campaign. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I think he received payment for the services he 
provided. I don’t know whether he received a — any payment for the 
brokerage services that Ms. Sample was providing. 

Mr. Davis. He notes in the memorandum. Martens informed 
Dale that 'TRM is aware of at least one operator that has aircraft 
based in Washington, has aircraft superior to those currently being 
used and could obtained at a rate comparable or probably lower 
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than that currently being paid by the press corps. That could be 
airplanes that they would charter and broker, wouldn’t it? I’m talk- 
ing about his memorandum here. I mean, it looks like they didn’t 
have them, but he could broker them and have access to them. 

Mr. PODESTA. I think that — I’m just telling you what Mr. 
Martens told us, which was that Mr. Martens wasn’t in the airline 
brokerage business. 

Mr. Davis. OK. But looking at the memorandum, one 

Mr. PoDESTA. Obviously, we provided all these documents to the 
Justice Department, and I assume that they looked at that ques- 
tion. But we 

Mr. Davis. I’m just asking you. For example, your report stated 
that it’s entirely plausible that Mr. Thomason was in no way moti- 
vated by the hope of financial gain. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I think we framed that carefully. It was entirely 
plausible 

Mr. Davis. Let me ask you another question. 

Mr. PoDESTA. It was entirely plausible that that was the case. 

Mr. Davis. I understand. Could it also be entirely plausible that 
he was motivated bv the hope of financial gain? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I don’t think so. I don’t think Mr. 'Thomason was 
motivated by the hope of financial gain. 

Mr. Davis. You don’t think that would be plausible at all? You 
don’t think that would be plausible at all, to assume 

Mr. PoDESTA. I’ll tell you what I think. I don’t think that he was 
interested in this Travel Office matter because he thought that Mr. 
Thomason would financially gain from it. 

Mr. Davis. What about the GSA business and the report in gen- 
eral on aviation that he wanted to do for the White House? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I think Mr. Martens was clearly interested in pur- 
suing that contract and getting that business. 

Mr. Davis. You don’t think Mr. Thomason was interested? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I believe he pursued it through TRM, through the 
company which Mr. Thomason is one of the owners. 

Mr. Davis. He’s an owner in that, and Mr. Thomason was an 
owner in that, TRM? 

Mr. PoDESTA. He was an owner in TRM. 

Mr. Davis. But Mr. Thomason’s interest in that, in your judg- 
ment, wasn’t motivated by — ^wouldn’t it be plausible to think under 
this situation it might have been motivated by making some 
money? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I didn’t say that. You asked me about — ^you asked 
me about the contract with GSA. I assumed that 

Mr. Davis. Could it be plausible in that case? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I assumed that Martens was interested in making 
some money on the GSA contract. He was seeking the contract. I 
don’t know whether Mr. Thomason thought that, if TRM got the 
business, whether he would financially benefit from it. 

Mr. Davis. Let me ask a couple of other questions. 

Did you learn in your review that Mr. Martens had received pay- 
ments through Air Advantage during the campaign? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Had received payments? 

Mr. Davis. Right. 
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Mr. PODESTA. I’d have to go back and check notes on that, Mr. 
Davis. 

Mr. Davis. Fd appreciate your getting back. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I’m happy to take the question. 

Mr. Davis. OK Did any of you besides— ^lid any of the other pan- 
elists, besides Mr. Podesta, speak with Mr. Martens or Mr. 
Thomason about their actions at the White House? 

Ms. Kingsbury. No. 

Mr. Bell. No. 

Mr. Davis. OK Was your knowledge of who wrote this memo 
then based on the management review and the White House rep- 
resentation? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. You had no orimnal interpretation of this language? 
Ms. Kingsburj^ did Mr. Podesta provide any of this information 
to you in his GAO interview? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Information about? 

Mr. Davis. About GSA 
Ms. Kingsbury. No. 

Mr. Davis. OK Thank vou very much. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

'The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Green, is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman, I’d like to reserve my time. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman reserves his time. 

The gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. Gutknecht, is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’d like it address a 
few questions to Mr. Podesta. 

First of all, are you aware or were you aware of a Sunday, May 
16, event, at which Patsy Thomasson called several computer peo- 

S le at home to come and perform a hard disk drive removal process 
■om the Travel Office computers? 

Mr. Podesta. I was aware that Ms. Thomasson did do a printout 
of the hard drives of the computers in the Travel Office, but wheth- 
er — ^you’re asking me for a level of detail that I just don’t recall. 
Whether that was on May 16 or sometime immediately thereafter, 
I don’t remember. 

Mr. Clinger. Mr. Podesta, could you pull the microphone a little 
closer to you? TTiank you. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Sir, you were aware or you were not aware that 
she contacted— 

Mr. Podesta. I was aware that Ms. Thomasson had done a print- 
out of the hard drives. I don’t recall with that level of specificity 
whether that occurred on May 16. 

Mr. Gutknecht. But we’re not talking about just a printout. 
We’re talking about removal of the hard drives. Are you aware of 
that? Were you aware of that? 

Mr. Podesta. Fd have to go — again, Fd have to go back and 
check the notes. These are things that happened two-and-a-half 
years ago. 

I knew that she had the information and she captured the infor- 
mation on the hard drives. So to the extent that that’s what’s rel- 
evant, yes, I knew about that. 
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Mr. Gutknecht. Do you know Mr. Jeff Eller? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Yes. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Were you aware that on — make sure I get the 
ri^t date — that on May 20, a Thursday, of 1993, Eller reports that 
he threw away, and I ^ote, all documents he has concerning the 
White House ^avel Office, close quote, when he removed himself 
from the issue? Were you aware of that? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I was asked that question before and said that I 
wasn’t — didn’t remember it, but I would be happv to have my re- 
fresher — ^recollection refresh^. I’ve been provide with the docu- 
ment of an interview that I conducted with him, at which point he 
said — I asked him for documents and he said he threw them away. 

But that’s not exactly the way you set— you framed it, and I don’t 
know whether you have documents. If you could, maybe you could 
provide them to me, which would indicate Uiat he went beyond 
that. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Well 

Mr. PoDESTA. All I have is, I asked him for documents; he said, 
I threw them away. 

Mr. Gutknecht. So you were aware that the documents had 
been thrown away? 

Mr. PODESTA. Evidently, yes. I asked him a question and that’s 
his answer. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Did any of that information appear in any of 
your reports? 

Mr. PoDESTA. That he threw these documents away? 

Mr. Gutknecht. That’s correct. 

Mr. PODESTA. No. We went back and, I believe, actually recap- 
tured from his hard drive a document that was — ^that he was refer- 
ring to; and as I said earlier, I believe the document he had on the 
airplane was — ^was the memo that Watkins had done, in which case 
there were multiple copies of that document. 

Mr. Gutknecht. So you were aware that documents had been 
thrown away, but that did not appear in your final report; you 
didn’t feel that that was newsworthy? 

Mr. PODESTA. Newsworthy? I was trying 

Mr. Gutknecht. You didn’t feel that that fit in your report? 

Mr. PoDESTA. We didn’t put in our report. I didn’t think it 
was 

Mr. Gutknecht. That wasn’t the question. You didn’t feel that 
that belonged in your report? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I didn’t think it was material to the report. We had 
the facts we needed to know to decide what happened, and we had 
the documents that we thought were relevant. 

Mr. Gutknecht. I’d like to follow up on that. 

One of the files, the computer files that you say was printed out 
and some may believe was destroyed, the title of that file, the name 
of that file was FLOTUS.DB, F-I^O-T-U— I’m sorry, F-L-O-T-U-S, 
point, D-B. Any significance to that title? 

Mr. PoDESTA. FxOTUS is the — ^is an acron 3 rm for the First Lady 
of the United States. I don’t know what D-B means. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Probably data base. 

Mr. PODESTA. What? 

Mr. Gutknecht. Probably data base. 
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Mr. PODESTA. I don’t know. I’d only be speculating; I don’t know. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Mr. Podesta, in your review you learned that 
David Watkins, assistant for the President for management and 
administration, placed a special assistant, Catherine Cornelius, in 
the Travel Office to assess staffing and possible reorganization; and 
he knew of her interest in running that Travel Office and replacing 
the current employees with travel companies that she’d worked 
with during the campaign. Isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. Yes. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Mr. Podesta, you also mentioned 

Mr. Podesta. Congressman, can I — can you bear with me? Could 
you repeat that question one more time, since I’ve already an- 
swered it affirmatively? Pm not sure I caught it all. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Well, you knew that David Watkins had ap- 
pointed Catherine Cornelius, and you also knew that she had an 
interest in running the Travel Office; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. Yes. 

Mr. Gutknecht. You also learned that Catherine Cornelius 
wrote a memo on February 15, 1993, to David Watkins at his re- 
quest; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. That’s correct. 

Mr. Gutknecht. In the memo, Cornelius outlined the reorga- 
nization of the White House Travel Office, placing herself and 
Clarissa Cerida 

Mr. Podesta. Cerda. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Cerda, OK, thank you— Cerda, as the 'Travel 
Office — as Codirector of the ’Travel Office, including World Wide 
Travel to handle staff travel. Cornelius and Cerda were told by Mr. 
Wathins’ secretaiy that Watkins took the memo home that night 
and he questioned them about the contents of the memo the follow- 
ing day; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. Is it correct that that’s what Ms. Cerda said? 

Mr. Gutknecht. Yes. 

Mr. Podesta. I think that’s a characterization of Ms. Cerda’s tes- 
timony — of her interview with us. But I think that she was of the 
view mat there were a couple of questions asked by Mr. Watkins, 
which led her to believe that — ^that he had looked at the memo. 

Mr. Gutknecht. But Mr. Watkins’ secretary indicated that that 
was correct; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. You have to tell me who you’re referring to. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Well, in the aftermath of the firings, David 
Watkins stopped Cornelius outside the press office and told her, 
and I quote. You never saw me read that memo, close quote. And 
I quote. You guys did this on your own, right?, close quote 

Watkins told Cerda, “I put it in the file; I never looked at it,” and 
that it was a low priority. Both Cerda and Cornelius told the White 
House interviewers that Watkins’ secretary told them that he took 
the memo home the night after receiving it and he discussed the 
contents of the memo with them the following day. 

Mr. Podesta. I think that’s an overcharacterization of what they 
said to us. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
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Mr. Gutknecht. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit for 
the record some notes and documentation about the Cornelius and 
Cerda interviews. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection, so ordered. 

[liie information referred to follows:] 
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Heating vitk Cerda 

6/7/93 

ACO 


Todd begins the meeting by telling Cerda that her interview is 
part of a management review of the office. 


Campaign: 

During the campaign, Cerda was a budget officer reporting to 
David Buxbatu (Buxbaum reported to David Hatkins) . Her role was 
to collect reimbursements from the press and secret service 
traveling on campaign charters, other officers included Matt 
Hoore, Catherine Cornelius, Peter Segal and Birnbaun (?) . She 
believes that Air Advantage was the charter broker for the 
campaign.- 

o When did you meet/deal with Darnell? 

She first met Darnell (and Penny Sample) two nights after 
election night. She dealt with him by phone on many 
occasions during the campaign (she handled billing for 
charters — Darnell would fax her charter costs — she would 
also deal with Worldwide Travel on billing to the media) . 

o Any dealings with Harry Thomason (HT)? 

She knew through Buxbaum that HT was a friend of Darnell, 
but didn't )cnow him personally. 


Ttansition: 

During the trinsition, Cerda handled contracts, manifests and 
billing for press travel. Watkins then asked her to work with 
Peter Segal on overall budget issues for the transition office in 
Washington. Her ultimate job goal at the tine was to work in the 
office of the legal advisor at the State Department. 

In early January David brought Cerda with him to the White House. 
He asked her to meOce a 6-month commitment. 

On January 20, she began working in the Office of Administeation, 
handling general administrative needs (access badges, visitors, 
tours , etc . ) 
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Involvenent in the Travel Office: 

Two weeks after she began in the White House, Cerda met with 
Billy Dale. Dale invites Cerda to drop by the travel office to 
learn about the office. Dale characterizes himself as Cerda's 
counterpart on the Bush campaign. At the meeting they compared 
specifics on how Dale's system worked vs. Cerda's (for example, 
it was noted that the HH travel office used two planes whereas 
Cerda would often manage six at one time) . Cerda also realized 
that bale's office did not handle staff travel. Her impressions 
from the meeting were that 1) there were too meuiy people in the 
office, 2) billing was estimated, 3) questions regarding record- 
keeping for possible audit purposes (Dale said the office kept 
records, but they "were locked away somewhere") , 4) they didn't 
use credit cards, 5) no contracts with press organizations. 

Cerda may have discussed her impressions (specifically that there 
were, too memy people in the office) to David Watkins and CC 
(note: she was very unclear about this). She also met with 
Isabelle Tapia on the need for staff travel coordination 
(Isabelle reportedly .complained on several occasions about the 
lack of staff travel help from the office, 2 md reported that Dale 
responded to her inquiries saying staff travel was not their 
job) . 


February IS memorandum: 


Cerda recalls that .beginning in February, Pavid^ .Wat k in s,, 

wa«t snU clUng maniog on vai-lniis Bhite HoUSe'^pmOTiOTrfT^d wayS 

'they 'cmld be liqiifoiwid computer and [dtone sys t em s , 

personnel) . David asked Matt Moore to draft a memo on the travel 
office. Matt then approached Cerda and CC to get their ideas and 
answer questions he had. 


Cerda recalls that there was tension with David over the division 
of responsibilities in the office (David was giving "substantive" 
responsibilities to Hoore, Segal, Toback and asked Cerda and CC 
to answer phones) . CC and Cerda approached him regarding their 
dissatisfaction, particularly on assigning Moore to draft 
recommendations on the travel office (CC and Cerda worked on 
travel during the campaign) . Watkins responded by saying if they 
thought they had better ideas, they could submit their own 
proposal. So they did. 


With respect to the proposal itself, Cerda says the main thrust 
of their report is that the office include staff travel support. 
On the "overly pro-press" comment in the report, Cerda says they 
tried to highlight the fact that the office did not have a staff 
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travel conponent. She also says CC had more hands-on 
responsibili-ty for writing the report. Additionally, they didn't 
speak with anyone about the report (except to nention to Janet 
Green that they were writing one) . 

On February 15 (President's Day), she remembers the President 
dropping by the office in the morning,- and once in the evening, as 
she's making a copy. of . the conplet<^.^eport for Hatkihs (^e 
remembers being startled by him).' 

On the evening of the isth, Cerda makes three (3) copies of the 
memorandum, one to the file, one was placed on David's chair, the 
other kept by Cerda. The following morning (X6th), Watkins 
comments that he found the memo on his chair. The next day 
(17th) Jean Carlton (sp?) ,^.tell8..Cexda ^Itbalk DwU^hi^taJcra ttae.^,, 
memo home- to;;rea«l ji^t^lbefojgje; L ~ T7n»t~'day, Cerda nalms David 
asks^her’^vtiat' justification' they '(&rda and CC) had in 
recommending two co-directors for the travel office, claiming it 
would never work. The following day, Cerda mentions a Busings 
Week article on the efficacy of multi-purposed management, to : 
which David did not respond. (The Inference here is that David ... 
Watkins read the 2/15 memo). 

(She notes that she was also pursuing a job in the counsel's 
office at the time — that Harold Ickes and Maria Bschavestes ; 
were helping her) . 

Cerda claims to have beard complaints about the travel office 
from "young staff in the press office," but didn't provide-nwtcs. 

Report Recxamendations: 

Cerda believes her proposal would have reduced two positions from 
the travel office and saved substantial money (salaries). On 
using Worldwide Travel, Cerda said she was giving her proposed 
model, and knew that WWT could handle both the press and staff 
travel components. She viewed her report as "merely 
recommendations." Her proposal also included merging of 
positions from the advance office. 

o When did you hear about possible improprieties in the 
advance office? 

Cerda says mid-April, when David sent CC over to the travel 
office. According to Cerda, David asked CC to find out what 
was happening over there, and prepare another memorandum by 
Hay 15. David told CC that a source said, "those guy's are 
crooks, and have been on the take for years." She also 
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asserts that Watkins checks-in with CC periodically 
inquiring "have you found anything yet." Cerda also 
recalls finding out that travel office employees would 
sometime work on four days a week, without deducting time 
from their annual leave. 

o Any contact with Darnell. 

No. 

o Any knowledge of Darnell contact with Dale? 

Not prior to May 12. 


(Cerda then recounts CC's tine in the travel office and events 
following. Many of the events are recounted to Cerda by CC, 
Watkins and Patsy Thomasson) 

Cerda notes that CC gets moved to the back room of the travel j 
office. The travel office employees make racist and sexist 
comments. On one occasion. Dale asks CC sarcastically "did you 
sleep well?" CC feels that travel office employees are 
suspicious and hostile. 


Prior to that weekend (Hay 7) Cerda reports that David Watkins 
met with Harry Thomason (HT) . Cerda sees Darnell and HT in the 
West Wing that day. CC calls Cerda that day telling her that 
Watkins wants CC to meet with KT to share information on the 
travel office (she notes that CC had not met HT previously) . 

While on the Chicago trip with the President, CC gets paged by 
the travel office, who tell her that she has received a call from 
Ann Blackmun of Time Magazine. CC finds out that Ann wants to do 
a story on the fact that she's the President's cousin. CC phones 
Cerda from Chicago (in a panic); Cerda looks up the nepotism 
statute and informs CC that she has no problems. (note: Cerda 
believes that Billy Dale tried to frame CC. She notes the travel 
office said they could not reach CC when HT called for her — the 
same day they paged her regarding Ann Blackmun' s call. In 
addition, CC picked up a phone call from Ann Blackmun for Billy 
Dale after the incident.) 


Cerda says CC met with HT on May 12. CC recounts to Cerda that 
she shared her file with HT, and indicated that cash seemed to be 
missing. (Bobby Ferguson, who works with HT also recalled this 
meeting to Cerda) . Cerda also drives CC home to retrieve her 


file and present it to Kennedy. 
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On Hay 13, Jennifer O'Connor stays with Cerda and CC at their 
home all night. Jennifer informs them that Peat Marwick will 
audit the travel office the next day. Cerda gets no official 
indication whether the travel office employees will be fired. 

Jennifer also wants CC or Cerda to attend a Friday am meeting 
with Peat Marwick, because Patsy and Jennifer have little 
backgroxind on the office, and have been asked by David to brief 
the auditors (and David has left town). CC says she hasn't been 
invited and shouldn't attend. Cerda says she doesn't want to get 
involved any further. 

On May 14, Cerda speaks briefly with I,arry Herman (on general 
issues of press travel) while having lunch with Jennifer. 

o When were you told that employees would be fired? 

Maybe two hours beforehand. 

o Do you know of anyone who pushed for the employees to be 
fired quickly? 

Cerda said she heard conversations regarding implications of 
the firings. Says CC was concerned at how the firings would 
happen. CC was concerned about being in the travel office, 
2 md Dale was medclng strange comments to her. 


On Wednesday (Hay 19) , Cerda is told by Jennifer 0'Connor--of an 
uncomfortable conversation Brian Foucart has with Billy Dale. 
Watkins asks Foucart to go to the travel office's bank; Dale 
accompanies him (you should note that Dale and the employees have 
already been fired) . In the car. Dale reportedly tells Foucart 
"if you guys want to play hardball with me. I'll play hardball 
with you," whereupon Dale shows Foucart a copy of the Feb. 15 
memo. Dale threatens to leak the memo to the press. (this was 
prior to the FBI investigation of the office, and allegedly Dale 
is responding to that likelihood) . 


On Hay 20, Cerda and CC are paged by Patsy Tbomasson (Cerda 
doesn't connect with Patsy but CC does). ,jCC i.te^ls^Cerda,^^a,t 
Patsy called to n<Ae sure that they stote (In^aiiy pub^c., 
comments) tikat David Watkins didn't read the!. Feb. ilS.maiorMdim. 

(the story, is” fairly hot in the press at .this point )J.,,^,is]^ed 
to believe that hot telling that David read 

the press strategy." (note: Cerda believes-'fie read the memg)T 
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on Hay 21, Cerda is called into Dee Dee Kyer's office. Outside 
her office, she recalls that she's approached by David Watkins 
who states, "you never, saw se read the semo," and "you guy's did 
this on your own, right." Cerda responds to David saying he 
suggested they develop a counter-proposal to Moore's travel 
office neao. When David and Cerda neet with Dee Dee, David tells 
Dee Dee (falsely in Cerda's eyes) that Cerda can verify his 
story. 


End of Notes 
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Mr. PoDESTA. May I answer the question, Mr. Clinger? 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman may proceed. 

Mr. PoDESTA. One of the problems I think we found in the con- 
duct of the Travel Office was that Ms. Cornelius and — was forth- 
coming with facts, would tell us what she knew, when she luiew 
it, et cetera. But sometimes she and sometimes Ms. Cerda would 
jump to conclusions that we didn’t find the basis. And I think that 
this is an example of that. 

They — ^Mr. Watkins asked her. Did you ever know a two-headed 
operation to run right? I believe he must have said that to them, 
because they told us that. But I didn’t draw the conclusion that Mr. 
Watkins therefore had studied this memo. 

Mr. Clinger. All right. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Does the gentleman from Texas seek to claim his time now? 

Mr. Green. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Green. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My colleague earlier, Mr. Mica, mentioned in his opening that he 
wanted — ^he thought that the Democrats, the minority was trying 
to discredit the hearing. I think that’s far from the truth. What we 
want to to is be able to look at a broad-based hearing to make sure 
that we can see not only what happened in 1993, what’s happened 
since then, and what has happened before. 

Let me ask our witnesses, and I’m just going to read a statement 
from each of them and ask them if it’s correct. Mr. Shaheen, on 
page 4 of your statement, you say the agents — and again you’re 
wiui the OPR, the Department of Justice, and obviously talking 
about the FBI here. The last four lines; 

The agents did not interpret Mr. Kennedy's statements as threats or attempts by 
him to pressure them to respond to the situation in an inappropriate manner or in 
any way inconsistent with normal procedures. In fact, the Fm did not. 

Obviously that’s your testimony you gave today. There was no in- 
volvement from the White House, there may have been some ap- 
pearances, that was concerned, but the FBI did not feel like that 
there was tuiy inappropriate manner and they did not take that. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Shaheen. That’s correct, yes, sir. 

Mr. Green. OK, thank you. 

On the — Mr. Bell, the Chief Inspector for the IRS, on page 4 of 
your statement, at the top, you say, reported investigations and 
conclusion; and you’re the Chief Inspector for the IRS, and it’s nice 
to be on this side asking questions of the IRS instead of on the 
other side so often. The inspection service investigators conclude 
there was no evidence of any attempts by anyone outside the IRS 
to influence the course of the matter. There was no evidence of any 
improper or irregular actions on the part of any IRS employee; and 
all actions taken in the course in this matter were in the context 
of the respective employees’ official duties. Again, this is your 
statement that you provided today. 'There was no effort by the 
■l^ite House to ask the IRS to do something that they shouldn’t 
be doing in their investigation; is that correct? 

Mr. Bell. That is correct, Mr. Green. There was no evidence of 
any attempts by anyone outside the IRS to influence. 



539 


Mr. G^en. ok. Now, to the GAO and Ms. Kingsbury, in your — 
on page 5 of your statement, the results of ^our work, you talk 
about on September 15 you were asked to revisit the White House 
Travel Office financial operations to make a further assessment of 
these operations comparison to tiie 29 criteria that vou identified. 
And you state that 26 of 29 of those criteria have been complied 
with and the other three are things that are long term that they’re 
addressing. Is that correct? 

Ms. Kingsbury. The other things are thinm they’re aware of, 
and diere are some difficulties in addressing mem, at least in the 
case of two of them. Reconciling your bank accounts is something 
you could do every month if you wanted to. 

Mr. Green. Yeah, but you think — is the White House making an 
effort? That’s one of those 

Ms. Kingsbury. They told us that they recognized the problems. 

Mr. Green. OK Let me, each of you, and again I know you’ve 
been called here, you’ve been under questioning, having even more 
questioning, but it seems like the effort was to show that, you 
know, within 5 months of the Clinton administration, they actually 
fired a person who is in 2 days going to go to trial on a felony in- 
dictment. And now two-and-a-h^f years later, we’re looking at it 
and saying, well, we want to know if there was any evidence of any 
impropriety from the White House. 

ObviousW, the GAO, you said 26 of the 29 recommendations 
you’ve made the^ve complied with. The IRS and the Department 
of Justice and the FBI have shown from the testimony today that 
there was no improprieties. 

Mr. Chairman, Tm glad to have this hearing. I would hope we 
could broaden it and ask to find out why the GAO in 1988 actually 
maybe had two investigators that set there with the person who is 
now under indictment and may have caused someone to lose their 
job because of that. And I would hope we could expand our commit- 
tee to that jurisdiction to that — or hearing. 

With that. I’d like to provide the rest of my time — ^yield the rest 
of my time to Mr. Kanjorski. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Thank you very much, Mr. Green. 

Ms. Kingsbury, I was about to ask you the question after Mr. Po- 
desta, when I broke off my last examination, this anon^ous letter 
that was received by GAO, as I understand it, was referred to Ae 
office, the Counsel of the Resident’s staff of the White House and 
the inquiries were handled there and Mr. Saunders from the secu- 
rity staff made inquiries of Mr. Dale and others in regard to it. Is 
that correct? 

Ms. Kingsbury. We referred it to the legal counsel’s office. We 
had a meeting with them to discuss it. We do not have any infor- 
mation about what happened after that, other than the text of the 
report. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I see. You don’t have a follow-up procedure? If 
somebody alleges impropriety, illegality and criminal activity to the 
GAO, you just send it over to the White House and it dies there? 

Ms. Kingsbury. We ask agencies to inform us what they have 
done with matters that we r^er to the IG’s or whatever. We do not 
have what I would call an aggressive follow-up to make sure every- 
thing gets done every time. 
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Mr. Kanjorski. Are you aware that the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee of the Congress did make an investigation of 
the Travel Office and travel arrangements of the Executive Office 
loack in 1991 and 1992? 

Ms. Kingsbury. I am aware of it in vague memory, yes, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Are you aware that we were assigned some de- 
tail fn>m the General Accounting Office to help us through their 
previously frustrated audit, to help us and mve us assistance on 
any information th^ were unable to obtain wat we could obtain? 

Ms. Kingsbury. iVe — I think I don’t have any current memory 
of that, althou^ it would not surprise me at all. 

Mr. CuNGER. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

The gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Souder, is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. Souder. Mr. Shaheen, I want to return to some questions 
of Mr. Schiff, and I apologize for my voice. I was at the Notre 
Dame-USC gtune and yelling as loud as I could for Notre Dame, 
and I only have part of my voice back. 

When the White House turned over Mr. Foster's note, thev also 
said that Mr. Nussbaum said that he thought it mi^ht shed lifbt 
on Mr. Foster's state of mind at the time of his suicide. Yet the 
same standard doesn’t seem to be applied to the Travel Office file, 
and that one of the concerns is that if it was considered simificant 
enough to potentially contribute to Mr. Foster's death, d^n’t it 
seem that the file might have helped in your investigation as to 
what Mr. Foster meant in his note? 

Mr. Shaheen. Without any doubt, it would have been of CTeat as- 
sistance in reachii^ our conclusion as to why we believed he killed 
himself, which we believe he did, in a much more unequivocal man- 
ner. 

Mr. Souder. I also want to ask Ms. Kingsbury, my understand- 
ing is that you sought the documents about the Travel Office from 
Mr. Foster's files; is Uiat true? 

Ms. KD4G8BURY. During the course of our iob, we made several 
inquiries about whether uiere were files in Mr. Foster's office that 
mentioned the Travel Office. And we were repeatedly told there 
were not 

Mr. Souder. And didn’t Pats^ Thomasson tell you in her inter- 
view that she didn’t see anything related to the Travel Office on 
Mr. Foster's desk? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Fd have to double-chedi the interview, whether 
that was in the interview. We submitted a question to her in writ- 
ing on that matter, and she responded in vniting that, to her 
luiowled^, there was not any information. 

Mr. Souder. On the desk? 

Ms. IQNGSbURY. I don’t remember a reference to the desk, but I 
can check that. 

Mr. Souder. And the core question comes is that it came out 
later that it was under the desk. Is this a typical problem that you 
face in examining government officials, that you have to ask them 
whether it was on or under or in a file or in some type of chair 
or in their shoes or in their hat; or is it that literal vmen you’re 
interviewing somebody, that if you say, I want the file on the desk, 
they’re nonresponsive because it was under the desk? 
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Ms. Kingsbury. It is not normally our experience that we have 
to be compulsively precise in order to get documents, no. 

Mr. PODESTA. Mr. Chairman, that’s not a fair characterization of 
Ms. Thomasson. The question was whether she saw the file, and 
when she responded that she did not see the file, it wasn’t— and 
I don’t think she was drawing a distinction between on top of the 
desk or under the desk. I’ll let her speak for herself, but I just don’t 
think that’s fair. 

Mr. Clinger. I think we should let her speak for herself. 

Mr. SouDER. Yes, we’re looking toward to the opportunity, and 
we wish today we could have had some people who repeatedly have 
not allowed the committee to have access to them. Mr. Bennett’s 
protected some of his clients, and I hope that we can get into that. 

If I could ask some more follow-up questions of Ms. Kingsbury, 
isn’t it true, we heard Mr. Green refer to your report, but in the 
written report, which you summarized, you said that some of the 
key individuals with whom you wished to speak, refused to speak 
to you at all. 

You said that you had concerns about whether our interviews 
were influenced by earlier events. Fortunately, it is a practice that 
does not routinely occur in our work. You said in your written testi- 
mony that it was limited to some extent by our ability to fully 
evaluate the operations of the Travel Office or to fully resolve some 
of the issues we sought to address. 

You said also that it would be difficult indeed to provide Con- 
gress in a timely manner with the information it needs to carry 
out, if you were put under these kind of constraints. 

For example, did you not try to get information on the document 
that had the question of how Mr. Thomason was — what business 
he was doing at the White House and how he was employed, and 
did you get any information on Mr. Thomason? 

Ms. luNGSBURY. We asked — I don’t know the exact number — 
probably 10 or 12 people at the White House for information about 
what Mr. Thomason was doing, up to and including the Chief of 
Staff. Toward the end of the job, we were finally provided some in- 
formation, which is included in our report, about what he was 
doing, but that’s all. And we did repeatedly ask about it. And if 
press reports and statements that have been made this morning 
are correct, we didn’t get all the information that was available. 

Mr. SouDER. Does that concern you? Is that typical, that when 
you request that type of information, that it’s that hard to get it? 
We’ve heard the chronology, we hear all the excuses about the past 
abuses in the office, yet it’s clear that right after the election there 
was a discussion about chanpng the White House 'Travel Office. 

There’s a White House project paper that Mr. Podesta said he be- 
lieves was the same thing that Mr. Eller erased, but he didn’t say 
he was sure, but he apparently went on that belief, that the project 
paper suggests that people should be brought under 501(c)3’s to, in 
effect, do what they wish inside the office to supplement the work 
of the Congress. 

Is that type of thing traditionally not supplied in a GAO audit? 
Is it this hard when you go in to try to get this kind of information? 

Ms. Kingsbury. As I said in my statement, sir, in most agencies 
and under most circumstances, we get good cooperation and some- 
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times literally are permitted to go through filing cabinets. That was 
not the case here. 

You have made reference in that introduction to a number of doc- 
uments that I’m not — that we have not actually seen and that I 
don’t know about, so I can’t comment about those. But it is — it is 
strictly true that in most of our work it is not as difficult as it 
proved to be on this occasion. 

Mr. SouDER. 'Thank you. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

'The gentleman from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Chairman, I yield my 5 minutes to Mr. Wax- 
man from California. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman from California is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you very much, Mr. Kanjorski. 

Mr. Chairman, let me put some things into perspective, because 
I think there’s more going on in this hearing than might meet the 
eye. 

We have a fact that the Bush administration, Reagan adminis- 
tration, had a Travel Office, and people in that Travel Office, ac- 
cording to a Peat Marwick evaluation, were pretty poorly handling 
their responsibilities. It got to the point where the head of that 
Travel Office has already now been indicted for embezzling. 

Second, the Clinton administration came in and responding to 
these problems at the Travel Office, poorly handled the removm of 
the people working there. 'They were insensitive, clearly, and they 
have apologized. 

Third fact, the chairman of this committee wanted a hearing in 
the last Congress on this issue. He thought it was an important 
issue to explore. I think that it’s appropriate to explore this matter, 
and it was inappropriate not to have that hearing. But nobody 
asked me, then or now, about the hearings. 

There were hearings attempted by another committee of the Con- 
gress when the Democrats controlled this institution, about the po- 
litical use of the White House Travel Office by Bush and Reagan; 
and when Mr. Kanjorski was chairman of that subcommittee and 
tried to hold hearings, he was frustrated by the Republican White 
House in conducting that hearing. Wrong for them to do. 

But now we have this very strange situation of a hearing being 
held by this committee where the focus is being narrowed. Mem- 
bers want to inquire about the Bush and Reagan 'Travel Office, and 
the chairman said. Well, we’re not permitted to go into those ques- 
tions. It seems to me that what we have is the scope of this inves- 
tigation deliberately being designed to embarrass the President, 
not to learn the truth about the Travel Office. 

Perhaps it’s payback time. But that’s really not a veiy noble goal 
for this committee, to try to go tit for tat on a political basis. 

\^at we ought to be 

Mr. Clinger. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Waxman. No. What we ought to be doing is trying to find 
out the truth. Members ought not to be muzzled in inquiring about 
matters that, I believe, are relevant. 

'Ihe next thing that’s very peculiar about this hearing; 'The guy 
who was the chief advisor to this committee used to work at the 
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Bush White House. What did he do at the Bush White House? He 
was in charge apparently of looking at accounting within the White 
House operation; and it appears from testimony that was taken by 
another committee, that under the jurisdiction of that fellow — who 
was Chief Counsel of this committee — was the Travel Office. 

Now, that just seems to me a very disturbing appearance of a 
conflict of interest. If this committee’s chief investimtor was re- 
sponsible for accounting in the White House Travd Office, that 
ought to make him a material witness at our hearing, not an inde- 
pendent investigator for a committee of the Confess. 

The next point I want to raise, the Attorney &neral of the Unit- 
ed States wrote to the chairman of this committee and said. Don’t 
hold this hearing right now; Mr. Dale is going to go to trial on em- 
bezzlement. This may confuse the jury evaluation of the case. In- 
stead, we’re going forward with it; nevertheless, it seems to me in- 
appropriate. 

And then third, Mr. Chairman, I have letters and I want to put 
these in the record. You wrote to the Honorable Jamie Gorelick, At- 
torney General, Department of Justice, and you said, in the course 
of reviewing documents to prepare for the committee’s October 24, 
1995 hearing on the White House Travel Office matter, the com- 
mittee’s Chief Investigative Counsel brought several documents to 
my attention that appeared to contain material subject to Brady v. 
Maryland. 

Now, our committee Mt boxes of documents. I’m sure Mr. Dale’s 
attorneys got boxes of documents. I don’t know how your chief in- 
vestigator would know that Mr. Dale didn’t have a particular docu- 
ment. There must have been close cooperation between our inves- 
tigators and the man who’s being accused of embezzlement for you 
to write a letter saying, I want you, the Attorney General, to give 
to Mr. Dale’s attorneys these particular documents, which we know 
about. How did you know they didn’t have it? How did you know 
they didn’t have this one sheet that was attached to the letter? 

And I’m going to put this in the record, and I’m going to distrib- 
ute it to the press. I think they ought to see this, a letter written 
by the chairman of this committee telling the Justice Department 
they are not giving a defendant in an embezzlement case docu- 
ments. I find that this close contact between our staff and Mr. 
Dale’s attorneys to be very, very peculiar. I hope we’re not actually 
having our committee intervene in a criminal trial. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I’d like to yield to you, because I find it 
highly irregular; and frankly. I’m very disappointed in how this in- 
quiry is being conducted. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Waxman. I would like to yield. 

Mr. CuNGER. And in response, let me say that the letter to Dep- 
uty Attorney General Gorelick was done in — very confidentially. 
You have now made it a matter of public record. The intention of 
that was to suggest that there might be information ffiat was sub- 
ject to the BrMy rule. We did not in any way suggest that that 
should be given or not given. We just indicated that there was a 
potential at least of Brady implications. But it was in no sense our 
intent to make that a matter of public record. 
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I would suggest to the gentleman from California that on this 
side of the aisle we have men very scrupulously avoiding and not 
involving ourselves in anything that might in any way impede or 
impute or undermine the prosecution of Mr. Dale. Any implication 
in that regard is coming from your side of the aisle. You’re the only 
one who has actually raised these questions, tried to enter into the 
record material that might be damaging to Mr. Dale. 

I don’t think that we should have material at this hearing either 
damaging or exculpatory of Mr. Dale. 

Mr. Waxman. Can I inquire of the chairman, did your committee 
staff have contact with Mr. Dale’s attorneys? And if they didn’t, 
how do they know that Mr. Dale’s attorneys did not have that par- 
ticular document which evidently came to you in boxes of other doc- 
uments? 

Mr. CuNGER. My staff was not aware of whether they had it or 
did not have it. We had no contact with them on this matter. 

Mr. Waxman. You had no contact — ^your staff has had no contact 
with Mr. Dale or his attorneys; is that your statement? 

Mr. Clinger. On this matter, no. You know we’ve had contact 
with — ^not with Mr. Dale. 

Mr. Waxman. What does that mean, “this matter”? That sounds 
like liie kind of thing you say when you’re trying to obfuscate. 

On what matters have you had contact with Mr. Dale? 

Mr. Clltoer. We’ve had contact both with the prosecution on 
this matter and on Mr. Dale, primarily to fence off any possibility 
that we could in fact jeopardize this trial. That has been the pur- 
pose of any contacts which we’ve had with either side of this mat- 
ter. But there has been a scrupulous effort to insulate or fence off, 
avoid having any involvement of this matter in that pending 
trial 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, you wrote a letter asking that this 
particular 

Mr. Clinger [continuing]. Which you have now made public, and 
we had not intended to because we thought it would in fact raise 
the question or raise questions with regard to the Dale 

Mr. Waxman. Well, it raises questions as to what you’re doing. 
Why are you going out and trying to get documents to be given to 
a criminal defendant? 

I’d like to know how many meetings your staff had, what those 
meetings were about. It just seems to me that maybe you had a 
proper inquiry where you thought you could score some political 
points, but it sounds like you’ve got an overzealous staff that’s run- 
ning away and doing very inappropriate things. 

Mr. Clinger. I think that the gentleman nas made his point. I 
would suggest that the line of questioning which he wants to pur- 
sue, which is to explore evidence or suggestions of malfeasance or 
misfeasance in previous administrations, may well be the subject 
of a future hearing. These witnesses are not competent to discuss 
the matters which you have tried to raise at this hearing. 

Mr. Waxman. But you and your staff are competent to answer 
the questions of perhaps malfeasance 

Mr. SouDER. fegular order, Mr. Chairman. He is making points 
that are not point of order, that are not parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Clinger. You’re absolutely correct. 
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The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Fox. 

Mr. Fox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I first want to state that I believe that this inquiry by the com- 
mittee is not in any way payback time for anything, but actually 
a thoughtful discourse on an issue that’s important to the commit- 
tee’s efforts to attempt to find the truth; and anything that we do, 
I hope doesn’t confuse juries or anyone else in the country, but 
frankly gets to the clarity of what our coequal branch’s responsibil- 
ity is to see how we could improve our inquiry into the executive 
branch of government as it relates to our oversight responsibilities. 
And in that connection, I would ask Mr. Podesta a few questions. 

Mr. Podesta, why was a direct reference to David Watkins’ and 
Patsy 'Thomasson’s glaring and complete failure to provide any 
oversight to the Travel Office employees prior to their firings wa- 
tered down by Peat Marwick in the final Peat Marwick report and 
in your management review to apparent oversight? 

Mr. Podesta. I’m sorry. Congressman, you have to repeat the 
question. Which — ^what was watered down? 

Mr. Fox. OK, I’ll repeat the question. 

Why was a direct reference to David Watkins’ and Patsy 
Thomasson’s glaring and complete failure to provide any oversight 
to the 'Travel Office employees, prior to their firings, watered down 
by the Peat Marwick report, in the final report they had and in 
your management review, into no apparent oversight? 

Mr. Podesta. I’m unaware of your reference to the Peat Marwick 
review. And with regard to the — our report, I think it was immate- 
rial to our report, although I would say that we recognized that 
and criticized the way Mr. Watkins handled the firings of the seven 
employees, based on cause, especially with regard to the five people 
who did not have financial control. 

So I don’t — ^I think Mr. Wafiiins was publicly reprimanded, so I 
don’t — I don’t accept the characterization that this was watered 
down. 

Mr. Fox. Mr. Podesta, did you ever ask Mr. Kennedy why Peat 
Marwick’s first draft was identified as private and confidential, 
subject to attomey/client privilege? 

Mr. Podesta. \^y the report was? 

Mr. Fox. Right. 

Mr. Podesta. Was 

Mr. Fox. Identified as private and confidential, subject to attor- 
ney/client privilege. 

Mr. Podesta. I assume that was standard operating procedure 
for Peat Marwick. Attomey/client privilege is waivable by the cli- 
ent. The client in this case was the White House. 

Mr. Fox. Mr. Podesta, on what basis did Larry Herman, a Peat 
Marwick management consultant and Harvard MBA, invoke attor- 
ney/client privilege on his firm’s work product, if you know? 

Mr. Podesta. I don’t know. 

Mr. Fox. In both its draft and final reports. Peat Marwick wrote 
a disclaimer clearly stating, “Our procedures do not constitute an 
audit, examination, or review, in accordance with standards estab- 
lished by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, 
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and therefore we do not express an opinion or any other form of 
assursmce on the information presented in our report.” 

This disclaimer all but says, as far as imderstanding how the 
Travel Office worked, that the Peat Marwick report was not worth 
the paper it was printed on, let alone the $40,000 that the White 
House paid Peat Marwick to prepare it. Isn’t that true? 

Mr. PoDESTA. No, that is not true. Peat Marwick went in. Thejy 
found what they found. I think our reports noted that there weren’t 
sufficient records to conduct an audit in the Travel Office, and we 
made that very specific report in our travel review. 

Mr. Fox. 'The 'IVavel Office employees were accused of corruption 
and mismanagement because of ffieir failure to put all of their 
press charters out for competitive bidding. That imored Hie fact 
that, because of the President’s schedule, many charters are ar- 
ranged with only 2 dj^s’ lead time. Did Peat Marwick win the 
White House Travel Office contract by competitive bidding? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Peat Marwick? 

Mr. Fox. Yes. 

Mr. PoDESTA. No, they did trot. 

Mr. Fox. Did World Wide 'Travel and Air Advantage take over 
the White House Travel Office operations on May 19 after winning 
a competitive bid for the business? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I think — I would split those two questions. World 
Wide did not make a competitive bid, to the best of my knowledge, 
although I think they were prepared to do so, and that was rem- 
edied when they were removed from the Travel Office, and Amer- 
ican Express did make a competitive bid over that weekend follow- 
ing the firings, and American Express came in and took over the — 
those responsibilities in the Travel Office. 

With regard to Ms. Sample, I don’t believe that Ms. Sample was 
being paid for those services. I don’t think that she was providing 
the — she was essentially there, in her mind, as a volunteer, al- 
though we criticized that action as well, as you know if you have 
read the report. 

Mr. Fox. Did you mention anjwhere in your Management Re- 
view, Mr. Podesta, that even as it plotted the firing of the White 
House ’Travel Office employees in part because of their failure to 
competitive bid press charters, the White House arranged for three 
separate oi^anizations to undertake Travel Office-related business 
without a single competitive bid? 

Mr, Podesta. I am sorry. Congressman, I think I need that one 
more time. 

Mr. Fox, OK. Did you mention anywhere in your Management 
Review that even as it plotted the firing of the White House Travel 
Office employees, in part because of their failure to competitive bid 
press charters, the ^^ite House arranged for three separate orga- 
nizations to undertake Travel Office-related business without a sin- 
gle competitive bid? 

Mr. Podesta. Are we talking about Peat Marwick or are we talk- 
ing about 

Mr. Fox. We are talking about the travel business without com- 
petitive bid. 

Mr. Podesta. 'The travel business, I believe that — I’m not sure 
about the first flight, but I think after that they instituted competi- 
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tive bidding procedures, and I think those competitive bidding pro- 
cedures are still in effect, notwithstanding the fact that the Presi- 
dent often changes his travel plans and must decide to travel on 
veiy short notice. 

Mr. Fox. We have established that Peat Marwick management 
consultants, not auditors, looked into the operations of the White 
House Travel Office, the management side, not the auditor’s side. 
To what extent were their efforts directed by the Office of White 
House Counsel, to your knowledge — Peat Marwick? 

Mr. PODESTA. TTiey were briefing Mr. Kennedv in the White 
House Counsel’s Office, certainly. I believe that we arrangement 
was made through Mr. Watkins. 'They reported primarily to Ms. 
’Thomasson because Mr. Watkins was away for the weekend at his 
daughter’s graduation. 

But they were clearly briefing Mr. Kennedy as the review went 
along, and I believe — I believe that Mr. Kennedy was briefing the 
FBI, but it’s conceivable that Peat Marwick was doing that directly. 
I can’t recall specifically. 

Mr. CuNGER. 'The gentleman’s time has expired, and the Chair 
now recognizes the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Moran, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. Moran. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I Mlieve that the White House Travel Office 
ought to be privatized, and I came to that conclusion the last time 
that this committee, which was the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee at the time, the subcommittee had responsibility for au- 
thorizing the White House Travel Office. 

We as a committee also have that responsibility for authorizing 
the office. I don’t think we ought to. It has been operating without 
authorization. I don’t think we should continue with it any longer, 
and I’ll share with you some of the reasons I came to that conclu- 
sion. 

I think they are relevant to the reason why the administration 
felt there needed to be a dramatic change in the way the office was 
operated when it came in, which of course is the subject of this 
hearing. 

We didn’t know, at the time, a lot of the information that has 
subsequently come out. We did know that Pan Am was virtually 
exclusive, got all the business for the Travel Office. We didn’t know 
that one of the employees in the Travel Office was married to 
someone that was doing sales and promotion for Pan Am and get- 
tii^ some form of kickbacks in return. 

But what we did have was a long list of trips for which there 
seemed to be no accounting, at least no accounting of reimburse- 
ment, and that is what is relevant to this Mr. Larsen, because he 
was the one we asked to come and testify. He was responsible for 
doing the accounting of these trips. He refused to do so. That is 
why we were interested. He subsequently became the staff director 
staff person on this committee. 

But three of the trips — and I can refer you to the hearings on 
page 264, this committee’s hearings — three of them cost the tax- 
payer about $3.6 million, for which the candidates that they bene- 
fited reimbursed the Republican National Committee for about 
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$50,000. But the U.S. Treasury only got back something less than 
$350 for that $3.5 million of taxpayer-nnanced trips. 

None of those trips involved any official activity. One of them, for 
example, was to Utah, Oregon, and California for $1.1 million. Sen- 
ator Seymour reimbursed the Republican National Committee for 
$7,500 and Senator Packwood for $15,000, but that money in re- 
turn never got back to the U.S. Treasury from the Republican Com- 
mittee. 

There was a subsequent one to Florida where, in fact, Mrs. Ros- 
Lehtinen reimbursed the Republican National Committee for 
$17,000, of which the RNC reimbursed the Treasury of the United 
States less than $350 to pay for that trip, and there was a third 
one that we looked into that had three fund-raisers in it and a golf 
outing, and that was about $1.5 million apparently. 

But there was no accounting for these trips. Th^ were all politi- 
cal, all political fund-raisers by either President Reagan or Presi- 
dent Bush, and there didn’t seem to be any disagreement that 
there was no official function performed. But there was no reim- 
bursement — there was reimbursement to the Republican Commit- 
tee, there was no reimbursement to the taxpayer, and it is because 
of this lack of accounting that I think we ought to just eliminate 
the Travel Office or at least get some idea of how the money is ac- 
counted for. 

We asked Mr. Larsen to come up. I remember the day when the 
seat was empty. We had his name tag there. Do you remember, 
Paul? And I think if we could get some of this cleared up on how 
the office maintained its accounting, there may be a good reason 
for why we didn’t have the information. In fact, maybe everything 
is above board. It appeared that that was not the case given the 
hearing that we held. 

But if we don’t get answers to that kind of inquiry, then I really 
think we ought not be having an office that has the official sponsor- 
ship and has such immediate access to taxpayers’ money and can, 
in fact, be used purely for political purposes and avoid reimburse- 
ment to the Treasury. 

Now, there may be good answers for what — the issues we raised, 
but I think, again, Mr. Chairman, that if we are going to get into 
this issue of the TVavel Office and the way in which it fimctions, 
we need to get those kinds of answers that were raised by this com- 
mittee the last time we had hearings on the White House Travel 
Office. 

If any member of the panel can respond to any issues that I 
raised, I would love to hear a response or some information that 
would clarify these unanswered questions. 

Ms. Kingsbury. 

Ms. Kingsbury. Well, the trips that you describe clearly predate 
any records that we have seen about the finances of the 'Travel Of- 
fice, so I can’t comment, although I’m mildly puzzled by the use of 
taxpayer money, because at least the trips that we examined did 
not involve the use of taxpayer money, at least not insofar as the 
press travel was concerned. So I really can’t comment about the fi- 
nancial management of the office that long ago. 

Mr. Moran. 'This was the cost to the President and his entou- 
rage, not the press. 
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Ms. Kingsbury. That’s a whole different subject then. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Moran. 'Thank you. 

Mr. CuNGER. And I think we all appreciate and are grateful for 
his view of what happened in the Travel Office, but I would point 
out, that entire speech was beyond the scope of this hearing this 
morning — this afternoon. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, point of parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. CuNGER. The gentleman will state his point of parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

Mr. Waxman. If the questions related to whv the Clinton Admin- 
istration decided that the Travel Office needed a change in person- 
nel because they had been abusing their office, wouldn’t that be 
relevant to the issue before us? 

Mr. Clinger. I would suggest that that may well be relevant, but 
not with this panel. This panel is dealing with the investigative 
studies that were done at the time of the firing. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, that is for the panel to reply. 

Mr. Clinger. 'The fact that Mr. Moran gave a long speech and 
then got nobody really to respond to that question suggests that it 
is a waste of time. We should deal with these witnesses with the 
matters which they are competent to address. 

I now recognize the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Inspector Smith, I would like to chat with you for a minute. You 
have sort of been ignored down there at the end of the table. 

Mr. Smith. I am not complaining. Congressman. 

Mr. LaTourette. I know that. I know that. But I would like to 
invite you into the fray. 

I am going to follow Mr. Horn here, and I am reallv interested 
in the chronology of things that occurred relative to the FBI’s in- 
volvement and the White House request that they be involved. 

From reading everyone’s report and as someone who has had to 
review things based upon material that was submitted based upon 
this discussion we had with Inspector Smith, I would more than 
appreciate you jumping in. 

But it is my understanding that at about 5:30 in the afternoon, 
the 12th of May, is the first contact that the FBI had with the 
White House concerning this potential matter, and that was in a 

E hone call from Mr. Kennedy to Special Agent Burke. Would that 
e correct? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK That was a pretty preliminary — basically 
a discussion that, “The White House didn’t have audit capabilities. 
Who can audit? We have some problems over here. We should take 
a look at.” Some names were thrown out: the Ttesolution 'Trust Cor- 
poration, the IRS, others. It was sort of left that Mr. Burke could 
get back to Mr. Kennedy as soon as he discussed that internally. 
Is that right? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. It appeared that the call was made initially 
because Mr. Kennedy had had prior contact with Mr. Burke be- 
cause of 

Mr. LaTourette. They had worked together because Kennedy 
was in charge of security clearances at the White House and Mr. 
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Burke was in charge of conducting those for the FBI. Is that cor- 
rect? That wa^our testimony? 

Mr. Smith. That is correct. 

Mr. LaTourette. In the conversations that took place on the 
13th of May, would it be correct that your report indicated that Mr. 
Kennedy advised that this matter would be-— should be handled or 
could be handled by an agent, a field agent from the Washington 
Metropolitan Field Office? That advisal was made to the White 
House by the FBI, and that was rejected. Is that correct? 

Mr. Smith. That’s correct. 

Mr. LaTourette. As a matter of fact, the insistence was made 
by the White House that it be handled by someone from FBI HQ. 
Is that right? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. And as a result of those conversations that oc- 
curred on the 13th of May, there was then a memo prepared by 
those who had been in contact with the White House, and among 
those copied was Deputy Director Larry Potts. Is that right? 

Mr. Smith. I think that’s correct. 

Mr. LaTourette. As a matter of fact — and I am a little disorga- 
nized, I apologize — in that memo there was an advisal to Mr. Potts 
and others that this concerned a theft or possible embezzlement, 
that representations had been made by the White House to Special 
Agent Burke and also to Special Agent Apple that the highest level 
at the White House was somehow interested in this investigation. 
Is that accurate? 

Mr. Smith. ’That was a characterization made on a couple of oc- 
casions, yes. 

Mr. LaTourette. ’That was a characterization made by special 
agents of the FBI based upon what they claimed to have heard 
from people at the White House? 

Mr. Smith. ’That’s correct. 

Mr. LaTourette. As a matter of fact. Agents Apple and Foran 
met with Mr. Kennedy at 11 on the 13th; that was repeated to 
them, according to them. Is that right? 

Mr. Smith. According to their statements to me, right. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. What, in your parlance or in the parlance 
of the FBI, does “Ihighest level of the White House” mean? I don’t 
know. What does that mean? Does that mean a guy on the third 
floor? Does it mean the President? What does it mean? 

Mr. Smith. I would think that it means the highest level of the 
White House, and it certainly would be beyond the third — ^you 
know, the basement level. 

Mr. Podesta. I object to that. 

Mr. LaTourette. And who is the highest guy in the White 
House? Again, are we talking about altitude or are we talking 
about the I^esident of the United States, the Vice President of the 
United States? Who are we talking about? 

Mr. Smith. Given the White House, I would assume that it prob- 
ably would not involve the Vice President. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. Well — and not to offend anyone — can I as- 
sume that it meant the President? Is that what you believe your 
agents understood from that conversation, or is there another 
meaning? 
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Mr. Smith. Not necessarily. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

Mr. Smith. It could have been, you know, someone in a hi^er 
management position within the White House. It did not nec- 
essarily mean the President himself. 

Mr. LaTourette. Regardless of whether it meant the President, 
the Vice President, the First Lady, or someone high up in the ad- 
ministration, it certainly misspeaks that at least the speaker in 
this case, Mr. Kennedy, considered this to be important and it had 
the attention of important people at the White House. Is that a fair 
characterization? 

Mr. Smith. That’s right. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. Now we come to the question during the 
13th of May on the issue of predication, and predication, as I un- 
derstand it, is, before the FBI conducts a criminal investigation, 
the FBI needs predication — is that correct? — or would like to have 
some predication. 

Mr. Smith. That’s correct. 

Mr. LaTourette. Now 

Mr. Smith. It is the basis to begin the investigation. 

Mr. LaTourette. I imagine one aspect of predication means 
there would be some Federal jurisdiction involved, that a crime po- 
tentially is out there that the Federal — FBI has jurisdiction over. 
Is that a fair observation? 

Mr. Smith. That’s correct. That was one of the things that was 
already ongoing, was to determine which unit in our Criminal Divi- 
sion would be responsible for that type of investigation. 

Mr. LaTourette. Does the FBI, in establishing predication — let’s 
say that I make an allegation or an allegation is made about em- 
bezzlement of Federal funds. That is something over which the FBI 
has jurisdiction, is it not? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. In determining predication, does the Bu- 
reau simply say an allegation has been made that comes within our 
bailiwick, or does the FBI also evaluate the credibility of that alle- 
gation? 

Mr. Smith. It’s certainly going to have to be beyond just the — 
the statement made by an individual, and certainly the credibility 
of the individual. The individual would have to be in a position to 
know that sort of information. 'That’s the things that would have 
to be considered. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK, great. 

I see the yellow light has gone on. For the record, I want to talk 
about credibility if I ever get another chance to talk to you, and 
that is, on the 13th, it is my understanding that the Special Agents 
Apple and Foran conducted an interview of Ms. Cornelius at the 
V^ite House. Is that correct? 

Mr. Smith. I would characterize it as a conversation, less than 
an interview. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 'There was a conversation about the 'Trav- 
el Office with Ms. Cornelius, was there not? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 
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Mr. LaTourette. During the course of that conversation, was it 
related to the agents of the FBI that she was the President’s third 
cousin? 

Mr. Smith. No. 

Mr. LaTourette. Was it related to the agents of the FBI that 
she had written a memo on the 15th of February advising that she 
and Ms. Cerda would take over the White House travel operations? 

Mr. Smith. I don’t recall. 

Mr. LaTourette. Was it related during the course of that con- 
versation that there had been an individual who had called the 
Travel Office in attempting to bid on business and that call was re- 
jected and she didn’t recall who that person was? 

I guess my time is up. 

Mr. Clinger. 'The gentleman may respond to that question. 

Mr. LaTourette. I don’t know that I finished it, and it is going 
to take me another 2 minutes to finish it. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

'The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. 
Barrett, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Barrett. 'Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, earlier this year, when constituents asked by me 
about committee assignments, I always told them I enjoyed this 
committee because we had the opportunity earlier in the year to 
deal with issues such as unfunded mandates and the line item 
veto. 

I then, as the year went on, told them that it took a sharp turn 
downward when we were unable to reach agreement as a commit- 
tee on the reconciliation matters, particularly dealing with pen- 
sions, and I thought that that was an abdication of our responsibil- 
ities. 

Today, frankly, is not going to go down as another red letter day, 
because I think what we are engaged in here today is simply some 
political chicanery in an attempt to keep this issue alive. 

I am particularly troubled for two reasons. One, I think that 
Congress would be better served and the American people would be 
better served if we worked on an issue such as Medicare and Med- 
icaid and had held hearings as those. 

Second, the timing of this hearing raises some concerns with me 
in connection with the trial of Billy Ray Dale, and I must comment 
on that because it is my understanding that that trial is scheduled 
to begin 2 d^s from now, on October 26. 

I have before me, I think, some documents that Mr. Waxman 
may have referred to. One is a letter dated October 12, 1995, to the 
Honorable Jamie S. Gorelick, deputy attorney general, signed by 
the chairman, and it says — starts out, “In the course of reviewing 
documents to prepare for the committee’s October 24, 1995, hearing 
on the White House Travel Office matter, the committee” — ^“chief 
investigative counsel brought several documents to my attention 
that appeared to contain materials subject to Brady v. Maryland.” 

'The letter goes on to basically advise the Justice Department 
what documents they should be producing for the defense in this 
criminal case that is going to begin 2 days from now. 

'The Justice Department responded to this letter just yesterday, 
assured this committee that it is well aware of the mandates of 
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Brady v. Maryland, that it has complied with those, it will continue 
to comply with those, and pointed out that the previous letter erro- 
neously quoted from some handwritten notes. 

What concerns me is, I certainly agree with this committee’s role 
as an investigative committee. I think that is appropriate, I think 
that is something we should be doing, but it seems to me to go be- 
yond the role of uiis committee when it injects itself into a criminal 
matter that is to begin 2 days from now. 

I think that it is not appropriate for this committee, in any fash- 
ion, to do so, and, frankly, I don’t know of any precedent of this. 
I don’t know of any time that a committee has injected itself into 
a criminal case, particularly 2 days before it is going to start. 

So I have to raise that matter, because I think it questions the 
validity of this hearing in its entirety. It is something that I think 
we should investigate further. 

I will now yield the balance of my time to Mr. Kanjorski. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Thank you very much, Mr. Barrett. 

Are you aware of Mr. Conahan, Ms. Kingsbury? 

Ms. KINGSBURY. Yes, sir. I used to work for him. 

Mr. Kanjorski. When he testified before this committee, or a 
predecessor of this committee, back in 1992, he indicated he did not 
receive adequate information or documentation from the White 
House for literally months, having meetings attempting to acquire 
that information. Are you aware of that fact? 

Ms. Kingsbury. I am aware that there were some difficulties 
and that he testified, yes, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Now I call your attention to your report. In your 
report you have interviewed an individual named John Vickroy, 
former ^avel Office employee. 

Ms. Kingsbury. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Did you make a transcript or a written state- 
ment or notes regarding what questions were asked him and what 
information was given? 

Ms. Kingsbury. We have an interview summary discussion with 
him. It was a brief telephone discussion with him, as I recall. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Is it reasonable to conclude that he is identified 
as the anonymous letter writer of 1988? 

Ms. Kingsbury. I did not make that linkage, but I need to re- 
view this summary. 

Mr. Kanjorski. In the examination of the subsequent examina- 
tion of the White House, did you have an occasion to go back and 
ask somebody in the General Accounting Office why this committee 
3 years ago was not provided with that anonymous letter and the 
foflow-up investigation of that letter? 

Ms. Kingsbury. I did not ask that, no, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Would that be a reasonable examination to be 
made since it is still within the purview of the statute of limita- 
tions, if there were an attempt to frustrate justice or obstruct jus- 
tice? Wouldn’t there be a charge still lie? 

Ms. Kingsbury. It would nave been a reasonable inquiry to 
make. 

Mr. Kanjorski. You have had an occasion to read and examine 
Mr. Saunders’ statements, including Mr. Dale’s, where Mr. Dale 
categorically admits that gifts were received, trips were had, illegal 
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activities were carried on by the Travel Office and the White House 
in the prior administrations of President Bush and President 
Reagan. Is that correct? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Has that referral been made to the Justice De- 
partment or any other investigative or prosecutorial body to deter- 
mine what actions should be taken against those individuals? 

Ms. Kingsbury. We have no knowledge of what happened after 
that report was written, but we also have no evidence that any 
such referral was made. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I see. Well, does this fall into limbo again? The 
inquiry came to the General Accounting Office. It was sent to the 
White House’s Office of Counsel in 1989. It was investigated. And 
then what? It dies there, or does it go to the Justice Department? 
Who gets Uiis? 

Ms. Kingsbury. It would have been up to them what they did 
with it. 

Mr. Kanjorski. They decide whether to prosecute their own? So 
when gifts are admittedly given and illegal gratuities and improper 
activities and abuses of the laws, they, the counsel of the Presi- 
dent — at that time. President Bush — decided not to do anything 
and just contain that? 

Ms. Kingsbury. I don’t know factually what they decided. It 
would have been their responsibility to make those decisions. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Didn’t Mr. Vickroy discuss those conditions with 
you when you made the examination for the study that this was 
activity that was occurring down in the Travel Office as early as 
1989 and 1989? 

Ms. Kingsbury. I do not believe he did, no, sir. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

I would indicate at this point that we seem to have two hearings 
going on, one with regard to what went on in previous administra- 
tions and one with regard to this investigation, which is limited to 
the determination of how accurate these matters were. And I would 
again just warn, or at least raise the question, with the gentleman 
from Pennsj^lvania, we are doing our ve^ level best to stay away 
from anything that might in any way affect the trial, one way or 
the other, of Mr. Dale, and by referring to things that seem to be 
raising the issues that may be raised during the part of the trial 
I think is irresponsible. 

Mr. Waxman. Will the chairman yield? 

Mr. Clinger. I will yield to the gentlelady from Illinois. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I was sitting here at both times, and I understand that, and I 
have heard Mr. Waxman say that, he wanted to have unanimous 
consent to have the documents that he was reading from made a 
part of the record. 

Now, one was a letter from Mr. Steve Tabackman requesting a 
variety of documents from a member of your staff, Ms. Barbara 
Bracher, dated September 19, 1995; and the other was a letter to 
Ms. Gorelick. I don’t recall your saying — and other documents. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection. Without olyection, so ordered. 

Mrs. CoLUNS OF Illinois. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The documents referred to appear on pages 347 and 349.] 
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Mr. Waxman. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cld^ger. The gentleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, the scope of the hearing is deter- 
mined, as I understand from the parliamentarian, based on the call 
to Uie meeting, and this hearing that we were informed was being 
held todav is-^earing topic. White House Travel Office. It does not 
s^ — ^the hearing notice — ^that we will only hear and talk about the 
\^ite House Travel Office if it embarrasses the Clinton adminis- 
tration, it says the White House Travel Office, which seems to me 
that this committee ought to know whether the office was being 
abused and taxpayers ftmds were being misdirected. 

Mr. CuNGER. The gentleman’s point of order — I understand the 
gentleman’s point of order. 

I would point out to the gentleman that we are not in any way 
inhibiting you from asking the questions, we are just saying that 
this panel is really not competent to answer those questions. The 
questions that you want to raise and the material you want to get 
into is clearly &e subject of another hearing, not todays hearing. 

So I will now recognize the gentleman from New Hampshire, Mr. 
Bass. 

Mr. Bass. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

We have been here now — I have at least — ^for 5 hours. I have yet 
to hear the other side talk about what is the stated subject of this 
hearing, which is an investigation of the White House Travel Of- 
fice, except to complain about the fact that they were unable to ob- 
tain some information back in 1988, and, as you mentioned, we are 
dealing with what appears to be two different hearings here. 

But I guess I have to assume that since there has been no word 
of refutation or discussion on the part of the other side with respect 
to the hearing subject today, that they don’t have any real com- 
ments or concerns or whatever. 

I would like to take a different tack, if I could. 

Mr. Podesta, I had a chance to read your report that you pro- 
duced on July 2, despite what the New York Times said on the 
11th, calling it stealthy, evasive, is it, confession? I have to tell you 
that 

Mr. Podesta. My recollection was that the 

Mr. Bass. Pardon me? 

Mr. Podesta. The person doing the reporting on that, of course, 
was in the editorial pages and had some more kind things to say 
about it. 

Mr. Bass. I have to say, considering the length of time it took, 
it was very quick, and you did a very good job of outlining the is- 
sues and making recommendations for changes, and I found it very 
informative. 

However, in the course of examining the principal issues and the 
recommendations, I find one issue missing perhaps, and I was won- 
dering if you could make some comments on some observations I 
am going to make. 

First of all, you may recall the word “credibility gap” arose back 
in the sixties concerning Vietnam and later concerning Watergate. 
As you probably well know, the same issue arose during the time 
that this — these firings occurred. 
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If I could give you a couple of examples. For example, on the 
19th of May, DeeDee Myers said that Peat Marwick went in and 
did a full accounting and looked at it and there was enough ample 
evidence of mismeinagement that we thought the best thing to do 
was to restructure the office immediately. 

It turns out that Peat Marwick did not conduct an audit, and it 
wasn’t done by an auditor but rather a management consultant. 

There is another item on May 20. DeeDee Myers stated that: Did 
David Watkins have any association with Worldwide Travel? She 
responded, “I don’t believe so.” But, in fact, it was well-known that 
Mr. Watkins did have a business relationship on and off with the 
owner of World Wide 'Travel. 

Another instance here on the 20th, where she states that — 
DeeDee Myers — quote, Peat Marwick went in with the intention of 
performing an audit, end of quote. 

The fact is that the engagement letter never even mentioned an 
audit anywhere. 

Another example on the 24th of May: George Stephanopoulos 
said — and I quote, I can just — ^both Darnell and Harry have said 
that they were not seeking White House business. We have no indi- 
cation that they were seexing business. They have said they were 
not seeking the business, close quote. But the fact is that they were 
seeking the business, and there is evidence to indicate that. 

Anouier example: Mr. Podesta — let’s see, George Stephanopoulos 
stated that Peat Marwick partner, Larry Herman, was, quote, one 
of the country’s leading experts on government accounting prac- 
tices, but he turned out to be an MBA, not a CPA. 

Another example on the 25th: George Stephanopoulos stated, 
quote. First of all, I reject the contention that we hauled in the FBI 
in any way, close quote. And now, of course, we have discussed this 
morning tne issue with Mr. Kennedy and the discussions that he 
had with the FBI. 

I am just wondering, Mr. Podesta, given the fact that this ap- 
peared to be an issue that the New York 'Times addressed and, in 
fact, as recently as today the Washington Times addressed in an 
editorial, why didn’t you include in your report that you presented 
on July 2, 1993, any discussion about the apparent misstatements 
that were made over a period of some — some period of time by 
^^ite House personnel who were charged with the responsibility 
of telling the truth to the American people and the press? 

Mr. Podesta. I would answer that in two parts. One is that what 
we tried to do is lay out the facts, which I think we did a pretty 
good job of, and if you have to hear somebody contest any of the 
facts that are contained in the management review. 

With regard to the questions of the credibility from 
I think we have learned some lessons about speaking 
information. I must tell you — and I’ll take responsibility for this — 
the questions — ^you focused in on this question of whether this was 
a full accounting, whether he was an accountant, et cetera. I think 
the report is accurate in that regard. 

We did not go back and look over each and every one of the 
statements from the podium — a terrifying experience, I might add, 
to stand up there and try to answer those questions and analyze 
it from that perspective. 


the podium, 
without full 
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But I think that the — both Ms. Myers and Mr. Stephanopoulos 
did not intend to deceive. I think they tried to provide accurate in- 
formation. I tJiink maybe perhaps sometimes they were too quick 
to respond to questions when they didn’t have full information. 
That’s a lesson that we learned, and I think it’s a — we learned it 
the hard way. 

Mr. Bass. 'Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker — I mean Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. Thank you. 

The gentleman’s time has expired, and now I recognize the 
gentlelady from New York, Mrs. Maloney, for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. Maloney. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

One of the reasons that I joined this committee was the wide ju- 
risdiction that we have to look at the pressing problems before tnis 
country. Yet we spent the summer, 20 days, reviewing Waco. Then 
I got to go around the comer and spend 26 days in the Banking 
Committee reviewing Whitewater. 'Then there were 8 days on Ruby 
Ridge. 

And how many days do you plan to spend on the White House 
Travel Office? Point of inquiry. 

Mr. Clinger. Depending on the outcome of this hearing, which 
we anticipate will conclude sometime today, we would then make 
an assessment in our iudgment as to whether there need be any 
further hearings. At the moment there are no scheduled further 
hearings, but that may be subject to change. I can’t give the 
gentlelady a definitive answer at this point until the hearing is 
over. 

Mrs. Maloney. Yet this committee hasn’t had one hearing on 
Medicare or Medicaid or the effects on 

Mr, Clinger. If the gentlela(^ would yield? 

Mrs. Maloney [continuing]. Child care and children. 

Mr. Clinger. If the gentlelady might yield for just one follow-up 
question, I would have much preferred to have held these hearings 
in the last 2 years. Unfortunately, we were never able to get them 
scheduled under the previous majority, and that is the reason for 
holding the hearing today. 

Mr. Waxman. Wul the gentlelady yield to me? 

Mrs. Maloney. No, I will not. If you will excuse me, Mr. Wax- 
man, I am getting too old, too tired, too worn out, to waste my time 
at this hearing, and I am reallv becoming very angry over the lack 
of review of some of the really tremendous problems before this 
country, yet we continue reviewing this. 

There is one statement that I do agree with though, Mr. Wax- 
man — I believe you made it — ^that we should privatize this office. 
There have been statements before that during the prior adminis- 
trations, under the Bush and Reagan administrations, the head of 
the office was indicted for mismanagement. He is going on trial. 
And there are allegations of mismanagement now. 

So I think the best way to get this nehind us is to just privatize 
the entire office and save taxpayers’ dollars, and I hope the chair- 
man will lead this effort in a bipartisan move to solve the problem 
once and for all. 

I would like to ask, how much does the Travel Office cost the 
American taxpayer? 
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Mr. Clinger. Are you addressing that to the witnesses? 

Mrs. Maloney. Yes, to the witnesses. 

There have been five reports. Any of you who have done a report, 
did ^ou look at the cost to the American taxpayer when you were 
looking at this — when you were investigating this? How much does 
the Travel Office cost the American taxpayer? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Well, since I represent the General Accounting 
Office, I guess I get first dibs at fiiat. 

One of the observations that we made in our recent work in the 
General Accounting Office is that the financial records that are re- 
ported by the White House for costs associated with this function 
do not include and do not disclose the actual costs over and above 
what’s reimbursed from the press, and there are some additional 
costs. There are the costs of the employees. 

American Express is not an additional cost, because they are con- 
ducting their services under a Federal Travel Management Center 
arran^ment where their parents are made directly from the ven- 
dors. But there is a cost. There is a cost for overhead and space, 
which is veiY difficult to quanti^, and we have recommended to 
the White House that they should be disclosing those additional 
costs, even if they choose not to obtain reimbursement from the 
press, which I think is a separate issue. 

One mi^t argue that the press ought to have to pay for some 
of that actional cost. But the cost is roughly the cost of the em- 
ployees plus some additional overhead. 

We are aware that the financial statement audit that they had 
done was a fairly expensive venture, something on the order of 
$50,000. 

So there are some taxpayer costs. Those are not fully disclosed. 

Mrs. Maloney. Well, you have already moved to privatize it 
somewhat by contracting out to American Express. How much do 
you think that saves, and when was that movement — when did 
that decision take place, to contract out to American Express? 

Ms. Kingsbury. That happened in the immediate aftermath of 
the dismissal of the employees in May 1993. , 

Mrs. Maloney. How much did that save the taxpayers? ^ 

Ms. KiNGSBXRiY. It’s probably very difficult to estimate that. 
There was an expectation at the time that there would be savings 
because those employees would replace the Federal employees that 
had been conducting those activities before. 

As it has evolved over time, there are still I believe it’s five Fed- 
eral employees over and above the American Express staff in that 
office. ^ uie savings has not been as great as might have been 
characterized at the time. 

Mrs. Maloney. Could I just ask a follow-up question as to 
what — ^what functions does it perform that cannot be contracted 
out? 

There is congressional travel. We travel many times for hearings 
around the country. We call up a travel agent and secure it, and 
there is no cost to the American taxpayer whatever. 

So why can’t we just abolish the whole office and have the Presi- 
dent’s scheduler call up and order a ticket every now and then 
when he has to travel or other White House staff has to travel? 
Why do we have to pay one cent for it? 
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I feel, after five reports, not to have a clear indication of how 
much this is costing the American taxpayer, that should be the 
first question you should look at, and I want to know why we can’t 
just do away with the whole office. 

Ms. Kingsbury. I think it’s important to imderstand, there are 
two functions here. One is a function that provides ticketing serv- 
ices for White House employees, similar to the example of congres- 
sional travel that you just made. 

The other service is a very different service. It provides air char- 
tering arrangements to rent whole airplanes on relatively short no- 
tice to take the press around the country and then bills the press 
and gets reimbursement for those accounts. 

I frankly think the 

Mrs. Maloney. Why couldn’t American Express take on the re- 
sponsibilities or anv firm who would like to competitively bid to 
supply this service? That is what they do. They charter airplanes. 
They charter private tickets. Why can’t we just take the entire of- 
fice and contract it out and save taxpayers’ dollars and have a con- 
clusion to this hearing? 

And I call upon the chairman to join me in a bill to move this 
forward and to complete this problem. ~ 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleladys time has expired. •. 

Mr. Podesta, do you want to respond? 

Mr. Podesta. May I just briefly answer? 

When we wrote our management review, we concluded that we 
could remove the two slots that Ms. Kingsbury talked about, whjch 
saved, in our estimate, about $100,000. 

I think the bi^est cost that the taxpayers bore, in addition to 
what the issues that Mr. Moran brought up earlier, was the failure 
to collect excise tax, which probably amounts to millions of dollars 
of lost revenue. 

Mrs. Maloney. Millions of dollars in lost revenue? 

Mr. Podesta. I would assume that. 

Mr. Clinger. TTie Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Ari- 
zona, Mr. Shadegg, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Shadegg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I think I would like to commend Mrs. Maloney, before starting 
my remarks, by saying I finally found someone on the other side 
who was willing to ask a question about the White House Travel 
Office now and about what we ought to be doing about it, and I 
commend that, because I have spent a good part of the day here 
listening to a discussion about what went on in the White House 
Travel Office from 1988, and maybe even back beyond that, to 
1994, during which this committee was under the control of the 
other side. I can’t imagine why, if they had all of those questions 
about all of those years, they didn’t conduct hearings back then. 

Mrs. Maloney. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Shadegg. And I commend Mrs. Maloney for that. 

Mrs. Maloney. Thank you. 

Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Shadegg. We have such little time. Following your tradition 
with Mr. Waxman, I think I will not. 

Mr. Podesta, I really would like to follow up on an issue that 
puzzles me as a former assistant attorney general in Arizona. 
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In Arizona we have a very, very broad open records law, and I 
for manv years supervised a series of investigators and agents 
whose job it was to go out and ask questions, and, at least in those 
years, we always found the most fascinating things not what you 
were told or what you found but what you discovered you weren’t 
told or didn’t find. 

I find it puzzling that when you interviewed Mr. Eller and you 
discovered that — or maybe you didn’t discover this in an inter- 
view — ^you discovered at some point that he threw away all of his 
'Travel Office documents when he removed himself from that office, 
why did not that strike an inquiry in you, and why did not that 
merit some mention in your report? I’m puzzled about that. 

Mr. PODESTA. Mr. Eller wasn’t in the Travel Office. Mr. Eller 
was the deputy communications director. He was traveling with the 
President. He got some documents about the Travel Office. He 
brought them back and threw them away. 

Mr. Shadegg. They were Travel Office documents that he threw 
away. 

Mr. PoDESTA. He got a memo on the road about the 'Travel Of- 
fice. 

As I said earlier, I believe that we were able to go back, for ex- 
ample, and he had prepared some talking points the week before, 
and I think they were on his hard drive, and we were able to re- 
cover that. 

Mr. Shadegg. Did you recover all the documents in his hard 
drive? Do you know that? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I believe we recovered documents relating to the 
'Travel Office on his hard drive. I don’t think we recovered all the 
documents that he had on his hard drive. 

Mr. Shadegg. How were you able to do that? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I would have to go back and check the record. 

Mr. Shadegg. OK. 

Ms. Kingsbury, did you learn of Mr. Eller destroying documents 
in the course of your inquiry? 

Ms. Kingsbury. No. 

Mr. Shadegg. Were you — did you make inquiries which could 
have led you to that kind of information? 

Ms. Kingsbury. We talked to Mr. Eller about his role in the dis- 
cussions about what should be done about the 'Travel Office activi- 
ties. We did not inquire, to my recollection — I could go back and 
check the interview write-up — whether he had any particular docu- 
ments or what he had done with them. 

Mr. Shadegg. Mr. Shaheen, were you told by anybody at the 
White House fdwut documents being destroyed by Mr. Eller or by 
anybody else that related to this investigation. 

Mr. Shaheen. No, Congressman, we were not. 

Mr. Shadegg. You were led to ^lieve that you were going to be 
given full cooperation in your efforts? 

Mr. Shaheen. Yes, we were. 

Mr. Shadegg. And you are an investigator trained to look for 
this kind of information? 

Mr. Shaheen. We are trained to look for just this kind of infor- 
mation, yes. 
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Mr. Shadegg. You wrote that when the memo of July 24 came 
out, that you were stunned to learn of the existence of this docu- 
ment because of its relation to your investigation. 

Did you feel to some dem-ee Strayed at that point in time? 

Mr. Shaheen. I think that’s a fair characterization. 

Mr. Shadegg. OK. I take it that can’t give you or anybody else 
a great deal of confidence in the ultimate conclusion of your report, 
at least with respect to the candor with which you were l^ing 
dealt? 

Mr. Shaheen. That’s correct. 

I might add that this is not the first time we have been asked 
to investigate White House personnel. We are, pursuant to the 
order of the Attorney General, authorized from time to time to do 
it. We do it discreetly. This is the first time we have had a failure 
of cooperation or candor. 

Mr. Shadegg. I take it then that you would share my concern 
that, having had these five different investigations and looking 
over the chart over there as to what came out and what didn’t 
come out, at least with regard to your experience and what you 
were given or not given, it probably doesn’t surorise you that the 
other reports prepared by different offices similarly didn’t get to 
the bottom of all the information that was being sought? 

Mr. Shaheen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Shadegg. So I would take it you feel a further inquiry to at 
least try to put this information together is appropriate? 

Mr. Shaheen. I would be interested to know what the Independ- 
ent Counsel Starr comes up with. I understand that he considers 
this within his charter. 

Mr. Shadegg. I am pretty interested in what this committee can 
find out, because I think it is important that we learn it, if we pri- 
vatize it, which it looks to me like it was almost being privatized 
by the Resident in a kind of family friendly way, when this all 
went on. 

'Thank you veiy much. I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Shaheen. If I could make a correction, when Congressman 
Mica asked me a question, he referred to a chronology. I thought 
it was one chronology that I had seen and not one that apparently 
had been generated by the committee. I want to correct an earlier 
statement that I had — I indicated that I had seen that chronology. 
I had not. I am aware of another chronology that was prepared in 
the Department. 

Mr. Clinger. 'The gentleman yields back his time? 

Mr. Shadegg. Yes. 

Mr. Clinger. We will now start a second round of questioning 
and see how far that goes. 

Let me state, as I l^mn the second round, one thing that has dis- 
mayed me, frankly, and upset me about where we are so far is the 
really CTatuitous attacks that have been made on some very, very 
valuable employees of the Federal Government, specifically with re- 
gard to Mr. Larsen, who I think served admirably and outstanding 
as a public servant for over 30 years and whose role in this exer- 
cise was strictly as a result of his being hired by me to carry out 
the investigation to the best of his ability. He in no way instigated 
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that investigation. He has been actually somewhat vilified in these 
hearings. 

It was stated earlier in the hearing by the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia that there was an empty chair on a hearii^ that was held 
up here before the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service and 
that Mr. Larsen did not appear. We have it now that Mr. Larsen 
testified for over 6V2 hours at that hearing and, in fact, testified 
from 

Mr. Kanjorski. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Clinger. I will in a moment. But Mr. Kanjorski at one point 
in the hearing, which, as I say, went on for six and a half hours, 
let the audience know, ‘There are two hard-working guys from the 
White House who did not eat lunch all day, and perhaps we can 
make it a much more productive hearing the next time we have 
you gentlemen testify.” One of those gentlemen was Mr. Larsen. 

Fiulher, Mr. Kanjorski said, “Mr. Larsen, thank you very much 
for testifying. We do appreciate it. Thank you very much, gentle- 
men. I think I really look forward to the meetings and the transfer 
of information that we will have over the next several weeks. 
Iliank you very much.” 

I donx think that this suggests lack of cooperation and certainly 
was not an empty chair. 

Mr. Larsen was here, did testify at length for six and a half 
hours. 

And I will yield at the conclusion of my statement here, but I 
need to get a couple of questions on the record, and that is, specifi- 
cally: Were any of you — I know Mr. Podesta has some awareness 
of tnis, but were any of the rest of you, specifically Mr. Shaheen, 
Ms. Kingsbury, Inspectors Smith, Bell, aware of the fact that Mr. 
Mdrtens and — that they were having conversations with the White 
House with regard to the ICAP, Thomason and Mr. Martens, with 
regard to the ICAP and the potential for doing a survey, sole-source 
contract survey of all nonmilitary aircraft? Were any of you aware 
of thdCe discussions? 

Mr.-BELL. Mr. Chairman, I was not aware. 

And I would like to clarify something in my opening statement. 
Our investigation within the IRS was strictly internal. iTiis was an 
internal inquiry by our Criminal Investigators and Internal Audi- 
tors. We did not make contacts outside of the Internal Revenue 
Service. 

I would also like to clear up a point in terms of access to r^ords 
and access to information within the Internal Revenue Service. In 
all of our audits and in all of our investigations, we have complete 
access and complete cooperation with all employees. And I think 
it’s important to note that in the IG investigation, as well as in the 
GAO inquiry into the IRS, they had complete and full access to all 
employees and all the information, including all tax information 
relevant to their inquiries. 

Mr. Clinger. Thank you. 

Ms. Kingsbury, you, in your investigation, determined that Hany 
Thomason was not a special Government employee. But in making 
that determination, were you aware of some of the discussions and 
contacts that Mr. Thomason had had, that Mr. Martens had had, 
with regard to ICAP? 
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Ms. Kingsbury. No, sir. 

Mr. Clinger. Might that have change vour conclusion? 

Ms. Kingsbury. I can’t comment on whether it would change our 
conclusion or not. We would need to see the facts associated with 
it. 

Mr. Clinger. All right. Thank you. 

Any of the others? 

Mr. Shaheen, were you aware of any contacts carried out at the 
White House? 

Mr. Shaheen. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CUNGER. Now, it has been suggested here that perhaps, you 
know, the investigation that was carried out was the reason why 
these gentlemen were fired from their jobs; that it became appar- 
ent to the White House that there was all kinds of malfeasance and 
so forth going on in the office. 

But were any of you aware that there had been discussions as 
early as December 1992, actually before the Inau^ration Day, dis- 
cussions by Catherine Cornelius and David Watkins, who met with 
the World Wide Travel in Little Rock to discuss White House trav- 
el? Were any of you aware of those discussions? 

Ms. Kingsbury. The parties involved had told us that such meet- 
ing took place. 

Mr. Clinger. And that, further than that, in January 1993, Mr. 
Watkins met with Cornelius, Steve Davison, et cetera, in Little 
Rock about outsourcing White House Travel Office business and 
mentioned the Travel Office in passing. Were you aware of that — 
those conversations? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Only 

Mr. Clinger. The record is replete with numerous discussions 
that were held with regard to the White House Travel Office that 
clearly predated a^ suggestion of any kind of wrongdoing in the 
operation of that office by the people who were presently occupying 
those seats. 

So I think it is a little disingenuous to suggest that suddenly we 
had to move against the Travel Office because of all of the wrong- 
doing that was going on there, when clearly this was a matter that 
was under very, veiy intense discussion long before Peat Marwick 
came on the scene, long before anybody else came on the scene. It 
does seem to me that some of these employees were made fall guys. 

Mr. PoDESTA. Mr. Clinger, those memos and those incidents were 
referred to in our management review. So I think that anybody 
who was looking at it would have had to have been aware of them. 

Mr. Clinger. All right. 

Anybody else was aware of these discussions? I mean, wouldn’t 
you — wouldn’t it suggest to you that, in fact, there was at least a 
suggestion that we were moving to do something about this? 

As a matter of fact, wouldn’t it have been perfectly legal for all 
of these people to have been fired without any reason whatsoever, 
mven that everyone at the White House serves at the will of the 
President? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Yes. 

Mr. Clinger. OK. 

Mr. Podesta, didn’t your management review, however, really 
rely on the Peat Marwick audit — or it wasn’t an audit, it was a 
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management review — as the basis for the firing? Didn’t you con- 
clude that that was the reason for the firing, even thou^ you were 
aware of all of these previous discussions that had gone on with re- 
gard to turning the Travel Office over to, quote, our people, close 
quote? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I think we tried to seriously analyze what had 
happened. We noted and disclosed these memos and incidents that 
you discussed. 

We did note that when Peat Marwick came in, that they found 
serious mismanagement, and our conclusion was that the White 
House essentially fired these people for cause, and the cause only 
related to the two people who had financial control of the manage- 
ment-— of the office of the — ^the Travel Office. As a result, on May 
25th, Mr. McLarty reinstated the other five, put them on paid ad- 
ministrative leave. Other jobs in the executive branch were found 
for them. 

Mr. Clinger. Thank you. 

I will now yield to the gentleman from California. You are recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to read something that the chairman said when he called 
this meeting to order. He said, “The committee is meeting today to 
hear testimony on the firings of the entire staff of the White House 
Travel Office in May 1993, the related events leading up to their 
firings, the individuals prompting these firings, the appropriate- 
ness of actions taken, possible conflicts or ethical violations that oc- 
curred, the subsequent investigations of these matters, and the lev- 
els of candor and cooperation by those involved in both responding 
to the investigations and conducting the investigations.” That is 
Mr. Clinger’s opening statement as we started this hearing this 
morning. 

I think we ought to have a full hearing on this issue, although 
I think it is a little stale. We have had so many reports on the 
White House Travel Office that I think all the information that we 
have known about it has already been known and we haven’t 
learned anything more today. 

But there is another investigation that I think we ought to have, 
and that is the investigation of the investigators. 

Mr. Chairman, you talked about Mr. Larsen and the attacks on 
him. I don’t know Mr. Larsen. I wouldn’t know him if he walked 
in the room. But he worked for this committee. He was the chief 
investigator on this issue. Yet he had personal knowledge about the 
Wiite House office because he oversaw their operations when he 
worked at the White House prior to coming here. This is not a dis- 
interested person. 

Second, ne — I believe from what I have heard, he had some kind 
of personal relationship with some of the people in the White 
House 'lYavel Office. 

Now, I have already indicated in my previous comments that 
there is a very peculiar action by this committee asking the Justice 
Department to give Mr. Dale’s attorney documents — ^not docu- 
ments, one p^e, a piece of page, and the letter that you wrote to 
the Department of Justice was that in reviewing your documents, 
which came in boxes 
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Mr. CuNGER. Will the gentleman yield for a point of correction? 

Mr. Waxman. I will in a second, Mcause I do want to get your 
response to this. 

In the course of getting all of these boxes of documents, there 
was one document that you thought that Mr. Dale and his attor- 
neys did not have. I don’t know how you knew whether they had 
that or not. 

I would like to have, for the record, questions answered about 
your staff contact with Mr. Dale, his attorney, the involvement of 
Mr. Larsen and the Travel Office prior to his coming here, during 
his investigation. 

I don’t know why Mr. Larsen left. 'This was his main preoccupa- 
tion. He left in September. Why isn’t he here a month later to be 
part of this investigation? 

These are questions that I think are legitimate, because they go 
to the integrity of the investigators, and this committee is one of 
the investigators. 

So I would submit, Mr. Chairman, I yield to you for time you 
might want to respond, but I would like a response in writing, be- 
cause I think this will probably require your staff to go through 
their diaries and give us the times and calls and all of that, and 
I want that information given to us on the record, with the full ex- 
pectation that when people give us information for the record, as 
any other witness, we don’t expect to have anything but the full 
and accurate truth and information in response to ffiose requests 
and that even staff members should be responding with that appro- 
priate concern. 

Mr. Clinger. If the gentleman would yield? 

Mr. Waxman. Certainly. 

Mr. Clinger. Let me briefly respond to what you have suggested 
here. 

First of all, we in no wav ever directed the Department of Justice 
to divulge or reveal anything to the defendants in this case. We 
merely said that there was information which we had come across, 
reviewing the — literally pages and pages of documentation, which 
may or may not have had implications for Brady. We brought that 
to the attention of the Department of Justice to do with what they 
chose. 

I mean, we had no idea, no knowledge of whether the defendants 
had this information or didn’t have the information. We merely did 
what any decent lawyer would do, and that is to alert somebody 
that there might be Brady implications had which they should take 
into account. They took them into account and determined that 
there was not a Brady implication. That’s fine with us. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me reclaim my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Your letter says: 

In the course of reviewing the documents to prepare for today’s hearings, the com- 
mittee’s chief investigative counsel brought several documents to your attention that 
append to contain materials subject to Brady v. Maryland. Brady v. Marylatid is 
the rmhts of defendants to have information. Although the issues we intend to dis- 
cuss during the Committee’s hearings does not involve the Justice Department’s two 
court embezzlement charges against Mr. Billy Dale, we feel it is our obligation to 
bring these documents to your attention. 

One of the enclosed documents is an example of material found 
in the personal handwritten notes of the White House Counsel’s Of- 
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fice — counsel, associate counsel — and may not have been produced 
to the Public Int^rity Section. The first document is the hand- 
written notes, and then they identify it, that goes to the question 
of Mr. Dale’s publicly disclosed demnse that certain pages were 
missing. 

First of all, how did you know that he was allemng that certain 
pages were missing? How did you know that he mdn’t have these 
documents? 

And you go on further and say that 

Mr. CUNGER. If the gentleman will yield, these are public docu- 
ments. 

Mr. Waxman. Why is your committee staff looking out after the 
interests of Mr. Dale to get documents that you have in your 
records submitted to you by the — ^by, I guess, the White House? 
And how did you know he didn’t have it? 

Mr. CuNGER. In the course of our review, we came across these 
documents and this suggestion which we thought might have some 
bearing on the trial. We, as good lawyers — I think my staff felt 
they should alert the Department of Justice that this was, in fact, 
a possibility. 

That is all we did. We didn’t in anv way choose to help one side 
or the other. We just thought it would make them aware. 

Mr. Waxman. If I might further reclaim my time, your letter con- 
cludes that, “I must question whether this harmful information,” in 
quotes, “is not the very reason the Supreme Court found that such 
material must be turned over to the defense prior to trial.” 

You are asking them to mve information to Mr. Dale in prepara- 
tion for his defense on a cnarge of embezzlement duriiw tne Bush 
Administration when he ran the Wiite House Travel Omce. That 
is not, it seems to me, the appropriate role of this committee. 

I just find it peculiar, and I would like to have further informa- 
tion about it. 

Mr. Clinger. Does the gentleman have further questions? 

Mr. Waxman. Since I have another second or two, your opening 
statement 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mrs. COLUNS OF Illinois. He hasn’t finished his question. 

Mr. Waxman. I think the chairman is correct. I won’t insist on 
any further time. 

Mr. Clinger. I would now jdeld to the gentlelady from Florida, 
Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to ask some questions for Mr. Podesta about the 
competitive bidding. 

It seems that, of course, there was some concern that the White 
House '^avel Office employees were not competitively bidding their 
charter airplanes, and they had said that this was a concern to 
some people in the White House and other areas about this not 
competitive bidding in the White House, and I wanted to ask: Did 
anyone in the administration, upon hearing that the Travel Office 
was not competitively bidding the press charter flights, ever pick 
up the phone and ask any of the other airline charter companies 
if they were even interested in competitively bidding for this press 
charter business? 
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Mr. PoDESTA. I would have to go back and review notes, but I 
am not aware of anybody who did tnat. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. So would you say that none that were quali- 
fied ever were denied the opportunity, or do you know if that is so? 

Did anyone at any time express any interest or feel that they 
were being denied the opportunity? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I just have no knowledge about that. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. OK 

Ms. Kingsbury, you — about this competitive bidding, if I could 
ask you if you asked this question of the charter airline companies 
and found that no airline charter companies were denied an oppor- 
tunity — if I could summarize that — to competitively bid for charter 
services if, in fact, they met the required standards of service and 
security? Would you say that that is true, that there was no such 
denial of opportunity? 

Ms. Kingsbury. We did not find any airline who said that they 
had attempted to bid and been rejected overtly. Several did say 
they would be interested in competing at some point in the fixture, 
but none of them said that they had been denied an opportunity 
in the past. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. OK And, Mr. Podesta, in the course of your 
investigation, did you come across any other instances of non- 
competitive bidding in the White House? 

Mr. Podesta. Clearly, the letting of the contract to Peat Marwick 
was done on a noncompetitive basis. White House Counsel looked 
at that, I believe, and concluded that that was within the exception 
in the law for an emergency procedure. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. All right. And speaking of that, they were 
brought into the Travel Office by the V^ite House counsel’s office 
to do a financial management systems review. And was this done 
without an inquiry of whether this could be done by an agency 
such as 0MB or GAO? Would that be correct? 

Mr, Podesta. The White House counsel was informed that the 
White House had no independent capacity to review the finances 
in the office. I don’t believe that they made further inquiries to de- 
termine whether the — ^they could utilize resources at 0MB. I think 
the course of conduct they chose was that Mr. Kennedy called Mr. 
Bourke and asked him how to proceed, and we’ve outlined that I 
think at some detail in our report and in the other reports which 
are consistent with that. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. And so you had stated they were brought in 
without a competitive bid? 

Mr. Podesta. Peat Marwick? 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Right. 

Mr. Podesta. Yes. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Further, the World Wide Travel agency, the 
same ^ency that made travel arrangements for the Presidential 
campaign, was called to come to the White House over a week be- 
fore the firings and there was no competitive bid for their services, 
was there? 

Mr. Podesta. No. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. In fact 

Mr. Podesta. Not that I’m aware. I believe that that’s correct. 
They, as you know, came in on Wednesday, left or were — I think 
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there was an announcement they would be leaving by Friday. I’m 
not sure whether they stayed over the weekend while a competitive 
bid was made. American Express won the competitive bid, three or 
4 days later, and then American Express came in I believe on Mon- 
day following the firings. 

Ms. Ros-Li:HTiNEN. And it seemed that some of the players of 
World Wide Travel had questioned, had some questions about the 
lack of a competitive bid and asked for an emergency procurement 
contract so that it, quote, would be legal, close quote, for them to 
come into the White House under the circumstances that the ad- 
ministration had brought them in. Would you say — go ahead. 

Mr. PoDESTA. World Wide Travel had been, I think, used to bid- 
ding competitively on government travel contracts, and I think they 
probably understood those rules perhaps better than the people 
who were trying to bring them in. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. ok. Now, Air Advantage was called and 
asked if they would come into the White House to handle press 
charters for the Travel Office after the firing of all the Travel Of- 
fice employees. That’s correct? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Air Advantage, I think Penny Sample came in, 
who’s the president, I believe, of Air Advantage, and helped ar- 
range press charters in the week or two following the firings. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Now, they contributed heavily to the cam- 
paign, do you know that this is true, and financially and by arrang- 
ing charters for the campaign? 

Mr. PODESTA. Air Advantage was a — did work for the campaign. 
I don’t know that they contributed. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Excuse me? 

Mr. PODESTA. They did work for the campaign. I don’t know that 
they were heavy contributors to the campaign. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. They were brought in without any competi- 
tive bid? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Well, she was there really to help nm the oper- 
ation at no — and she was not receiving any salaiy. There was an 
incident where a commission was paid to Air Advantage and re- 
turned from Air Advantage to the carrier, which we noted. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. And when it was discovered that that indi- 
vidual had taken an unauthorized commission on the very first 
flight that was chartered 

Mr. PODESTA. Well, “taken” I think is maybe perhaps a 
mischaracterization. The airline paid the commission, and Ms. 
Sample sent it — ^had it returned. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Correct, correct. I didn’t mean to use that in 
any other way than that way. She was asked to leave the White 
House, would that be correct, upon that activity taking place? 

Mr. PoDESTA. She — at that point I think she left and a person 
from GSA came in, an employee of GSA came in to take over the 
process of bidding out the charters. 

Mr. Clinger. 'The gentlelad/s time has expired. 

Ms. Ros-Lehtinen. Thank you. 

Mr. Clinger. The Chair now recognizes the gentlelady from Illi- 
nois, Mrs. Collins, for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Before the recess, Congressman Mica read from this document 
that we have talked about entitled White House Travel Chronoloo^ 
Document of Events. Now, the document has no mention of who 
prepared it, and there is absolutely no footnote documenting the 
validity of the items. It is my understanding that this document 
was prepared by the majority staff. Is that correct? 

Mr. Mica. My understanding — ^is that a question directed to me 
or one of the witnesses? 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Well, let me direct it to you, since you 
had it. 

Mr. Mica. It is my understanding it was prepared by the staff 
and contains excerpts from all of the evidence and documents that 
have been before the committee. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Thank you. 

Then I want the record to show immediately following the ref- 
erence to the document that it was prepared by the majority staff 
and that it has not been reviewed by the witnesses or by the mi- 
nority for accuracy, Mr. Chairman. 

Also, Ms. Kingsbury, Chairman Clinger in an October 1994 letter 
made a series of allegations concerning the adequacy of your re- 

f )ort. Now, these allegations appear to nave been the basis for his 
engthy investigation, yet the GAO has never been given an oppor- 
tunity to respond to these charges. And I would nke to ask you 
about some of these. He chained that, quote, many of the GAO re- 
port’s opinions failed to take into account findings of its own inves- 
tigative staff, close quote. 

Now, is this accurate and could you please comment on how GAO 
came to its conclusions? 

Ms. Kingsbury. The process of wnriting a GAO report always in- 
volves reviewing all of the work done by GAO st^ in reaching 
judgments about what to include or not to include in a report, and 
this review was no different from any other in that regard. There — 
one can read, as the committee staff has, every work paper that we 
have, eind notice that there are things that we learned in some 
interviews that don’t appear directly in the report. That is a com- 
mon thing. It is not correct to say that we did not take those into 
consideration. Our processes are fairly rigorous with respect to 
what we do to make sure that our report is appropriately accurate 
and balanced, and that’s what we did in this case. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. He further alleges that, quote, signifi- 
cant efforts were made by senior White House officials to withhold 
or possibly distort information provided to the GAO, close quote. 
Now, do you agree with that statement, Ms. Kingsbury? 

Ms. Kingsbury. At the time we did our review, there were a 
large number of documents we asked for and a large number of 
documents we ultimately received. I’ve always been a little puzzled 
about what the reference to distortion was intended to refer to, and 
I cem’t really comment on that. 

In the months since our report was issued, and in particular in 
the last few months, it appears that there are some documents that 
I believe would fairly have been considered to be within the scope 
of the multiple requests we made to the White House for the cat- 
egories of documents that we were not provided and/or in some 
cases were told did not exist. So while I — ^if I had answered that 
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letter at the time it was written, 1 might have said I didn’t think 
there was anything mtgor; the last few months have clearly sug- 
gested that there may be, althou^ we have not seen that evidence. 

Mrs. CoLUNS OF Illinois. Mr. Podesta, could you comment on 
whether to your knowledge any efforts were made to withhold or 
distort information that was requested by GAO? 

Mr. Podesta. Not to my knowledge. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Now, there were a number of con- 
tested documents which were the subject of negotiations between 
GAO and the White House. Were there any contested documents 
that ^e GAO felt strongly about that were not provided, Ms. 
Kingsbury? 

Ms. Kingsbury. At the time of the review, I would have to say 
the answer is no. Had we known about the existence of some docu- 
ments which have been reported to exist in the press, I would have 
to s^ that there are documents, to include Mr. Foster’s Travel Of- 
fice file, that would have been relevant to our work, and that were 
withheld. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Now, the letter also alleges that Trav- 
el Office records were not secured and that the whereabouts of 
some of the records are not known. Now this is the basis for Mr. 
Dale’s defense in his criminal trial, that if only we could recover 
his missing secret ledgers, that would explain why he secretly de- 
posited Travel Office funds into his personal bank account. So 
while you were conducting your review, did you come across any 
evidence that missing petty cash ledgers actually existed? 

Ms. Kingsbury. I need to preface my answer with the observa- 
tion that in this work we asked for documents by name or category 
and were provided copies. We never were 

Mr. Clinger. I think, Ms. Kingsbury, I am going to interrupt you 
here, because I think that question really comes very close to the 
area that I scrupulously tried to keep out of this hearing, which 
has to do with the pending criminal trial for Mr. Dale. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I would like to go on 
record as sanng that I think that it is most inappropriate for you 
to deny a Memher of ConCTess an answer to a Question that she 
has asked in a hearing, and I want the record to show that the wit- 
ness was in the middle of her response when you said it was inap- 
propriate. Now I think that is not the way hearings are supposed 
to be conducted. I am a full Member of this body, I have been one 
for 23 years, and I want my questions answered. 

Mr. Clinger. Indeed you do, and I think the concern that I think 
we should both share is that we don’t want to do anything that 
would jeopardize the proper conduct of this trial. And in my 
view 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Well, I wonder why, Mr. Chairman, 
I wonder 

Mr. Clinger [continuing]. It goes very close to that. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Taking back my time, Mr. Chairman, 
I wonder why we are even here. The trial is 2 days from now. I 
wrote you a letter sajring we should not have this hearing at this 
point in time, and so did the Justice Department. And so here we 
sit, asking these questions. Now if we are going to have a hearing 
that is vmid, and we are going to do what you say in your press 
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release, to get it all out in the open, then I have every right to ask 
that question and I want the witness to please answer. 

May I hear a response to the question, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Clinger. The Chair has ruled that this question is in jeop- 
ardy — or jeopardizes tiie potential of the trial that is pending. And 
we all would have much preferred to have had this hearing a long 
time ago. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, if in fact you would 
like to rule to go to executive session I would be willing to stay 
here all night to get an answer to my question. I certainly want 
an answer to it. We have onlv been here for 5 or 6 hours. 

Mr. Clinger. We will take that under advisement. The time 
of 

Mr. Waxman. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mica. Unanimous consent request. 

Mr. Waxman. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. Unanimous consent request. 

Mr. Mica. Yes, if I might have the courtesy, sir, of following up. 
The ranking member of the committee asked about the document 
that I had referred to. And I just have a simple unanimous consent 
request to make a part of the record documents relating to each of 
the 10 items that I referred to, as part of the record, the actual doc- 
ument. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Objection, until they tell whether they conclude 
everything. I don’t think we are going to start having editorial, 
editM documents. 

Mr. Clinger. All documents go in by unanimous consent at the 
outset of the hearing. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you. Then they will be part of the hearing. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

Selbcted Entries from the White House Travel Office Chronology 

Dec.’92 — Catherine Cornelius and David Watkins meet with a representative 
from World Wide Travel in Little Rock to discuss White House travel business. 

THE CLINTON WHITE HOUSE 

JANUARY 20, 1993 — Watkins hires Cornelius and Clarissa Cerda as special as- 
sistants in the Ofiloe of Man^ement & Administration. 

JANUARY 21, 1993— WHTO begins to receive telephone calls asking for Cath- 
erine Cornelius — the “new head of the WHTO.” 

FEBRUARY 16, 1093--POTUS stops by Watkins’ office once in the morning and 
again as Cerda copies “Briefing Book & Proposal” by Cornelius and Cerda [aka Feb- 
ruary 16 Memo]. 

Cornelius and Cerda give Watkins their “Briefing Book & Proposal” (aka Feb- 
ruary 16 Memo) on the WHTO establishing them as co-directors of travel & World 
Wide as the WH’s outside travel agency. 

llrSOpjn. — Cornelius leaves February 16 Memo on Watkins’ chair that night 
with a handwritten memo. 

APRIL, 1993 — ^Harry 'Thomason calls Watkins to say he has heard rumors of im- 
proper activities in the WHTO. (WH Report) 

In DOJ Public Integrity interview, Watkins says in early April he received a call 
from Harry Thomason. Watkins says Harry told him that the travel oilioe employees 
“were croolcs” and should be fired and it would be a good story. 

APRIL 3, 1993— Cornelius bemns work in the WHTO. (Some reports list this as 
April 12th). Watkins tells Cornelius he is placing her in the IWIT) to make com- 
mercial arrangements for the White House staff and to observe the WHTO & report 
to him by May 16th. (WH Import) 
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MAY 12, 1993, Wednesday 8:40 — Watkins calls Foster to set up meeting and 
tells Foster that the First Lady is interested in the matter. 

SdSS — Foster calls Hubbell at DOJ. 

Late ajn. — The First Lady tells Harry Thomason to “stay ahead of this’ and that 
corruption in the WHTO would be a “goM story." 

SKW — Cornelius goes home to get WHTO files she took from WHTO. 

Mr. Waxman. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman may state his point of order. 

Mr. Waxman. My point of order is that a question was asked by 
the ranking member of this committee of a witness. The Chair has 
ruled that the question may not be answered by the witness before 
us? 

Mr. Clinger. I would say to the gentleman that the witness may 
answer the question. I would indicate, however, that to lay it on 
the head of the gentleman who asked the question or the 
gentlelady who asked the question, that this is riding very peril- 
ously close to areas that we should not be involved in m this near- 
ing. 

This hearing is not about Billy Dale. This hearing is not about 
any of the employees of the former Travel Office. This hearing is 
about the adequacy of the investigations that were done. I really 
think that this is a red herring in terms of this hearing. It is an 
issue that may well need to be explored at some other hearing, but 
not at this one. Therefore, I would ask that the gentlewoman might 
withdraw that question, because I think it could jeopardize the 
pending trial. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I was only asking 
questions that were in your letter in 1994. But in the spirit of com- 
ity, I will withdraw my question. That is the only one I will with- 
draw. 

Mr. Clinger. And the gentlelady’s time is expired. And I would 
now recognize the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Burton. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will yield 1 minute to 
my colleague from Virginia, Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. I have just a very brief docu- 
ment; it is CG^002296, I would like to, if I could, put before Mr. 
Podesta. This is a memo read by the President and given to Mack 
McLarty, Mark, and Dave Watkins for action. 

I just want to ask, did you review this? 

Mr. Podesta. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. Are you aware of the President writing any notes on 
this? Part of this is redacted. 

Mr. Podesta. Could you give me a moment? 

Yes. 

Mr. Davis. Do you know what it said, the President’s comment 
said? 

Mr. Podesta. I know — I think I know what it said. 

Mr. Davis. Did it say something like “these guys are sharp, 
should discuss with Panetta later?” 

Mr. Podesta. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 

Looking at the memo, it looks like we moved from small business 
set-asides and other procurement to celebrity set-asides, Mr. Chair- 
man. I yield back. 

Mr. Clinger. Mr. Davis, thank you. 
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Mr. Bxjrton. I would like to follow up on the role of the First 
Lady in these proceedings. I was reading a document, it said when 
the FBI was called on May 12th, 1993, by Associate Counsel Bill 
Kennedy to provide, quote, guidance on me matter, the FBI was 
told that this matter was being directed at the highest level, close 
quote. 

When Mr. Apple, this was a GAO interview, Mr. Apple, page 2, 
when Mr. Apple asked him what he meant by that, Kennedy re- 
sponded, quote, let’s just say that it’s at the highest level, close 
quote. When Agent Apple tried to send a field agent instead of 
headquarters personnel to the White House, Kennedy repeated 
that the matter was being directed, quote, at the hipest level, and 
that it required immediate action, close quote. 

On May 13, 1993, Patsy Thomasson said she was waiting with 
Vince Foster to see Mack McLarty to discuss the Travel Office mat- 
ter and, quote, Mr. Foster mentioned that, quote, his clients, mean- 
ing the President and Mrs. Clinton, were concerned about the 


On May 14, 1993, David Watkins said he had a conversation 
with the rirst Lady. Quote, Hillary, telephone conversation with D. 
Watkins on Friday, May 14. Harry says his people can run things 
better, save money, et cetera. And besides, we need to get those 
people out. We need our people in. We need the slots, close quote. 
'This is alleged that Hillary Clinton said that. 

Mr. Foster’s Travel Office diary, Mr. Foster in reconstructing his 
conversations with the First La^ after the fact discusses two dis- 
cussions with the First Lady. 'The first was in the context of a 
health care meeting that it appears that Harry Thomason may also 
have been present at, and the second, another health care meeting 
where the First Lady expresses her, quote, general frustration wim 
management drift, close quote, and asked him if he knew about, 
quote, any problems in the Travel Office, close quote. He told her 
Bill Kennedy was looking into the problems at the Travel Office. 

In a Thursday, May 13, meeting, Foster says that in a discussion 
with Mack Mcl^rty, Patsy Thomasson, and David Watikins, quote, 
he could have discussed general observation that Hillary Rodham 
Clinton generally appeared less than satisfied with timeliness of 
decisionmaking, i.e., closure, close quote. 

By Saturday, May 15th, World Wide Travel was coming to the 
White House and met with Billy Dale and auditors. On Sunday, 
May 16, 1993, World Travel agent. Fan Dozier, said she was in the 
EOEB and ran into Harry Thomason. She said Harry said to her, 
you mean they’re not up there working in the Travel Office? Harry 
Thomason said he’d call Hillary Rodham Clinton and she would be 
very upset to hear they were still there. 

Now, my question is to any of you, and I understand there is a 
discrepancy between the GAO and the OPR in some of these, in 
these reports, can you tell us how involved the First Lady was in 
this issue and how much influence she exerted? Then can you give 
me some details on it, if you will? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I’m happy to take that first. I think the first ref- 
erence that Mr. Kennedy made to highest levels of the White 
House, there is no indication that the First Lady was even aware 
of this matter. 
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Mr. Burton. What about these quotes I just read by Foster out 
of his diary and everything else? 

Mr. PODESTA. Foster, that occurred in a conversation that oc- 
curred later after Mr. Kennedy had originally contacted the FBI. 
So that’s for starters. 

I think she did inquire into it. She heard there were problems 
there. She asked Mr. Foster whether he was looking into it. He in- 
formed her that he was, that Kennedy was — had taken over the 
matter. He later informed her that Peat Marwick will review the 
situation. And subsequent to that, she asked Mr. McLarty whether 
he was on top of the situation and he informed her that he was, 
he was looking into it. But I think her involvement was rather lim- 
ited. 

Mr. Burton. Who do you think Mr. Foster was referring to when 
he said “his clients”? You said that didn’t refer to the President 
and the First Lady. Who do you think he was talking about? He 
was working at the White House, he was the President’s attorney, 
who do you think he was talking about? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Can you refre^ my recollection as to the date of 
that? 

Mr. Burton. May 13, Mr. Foster mentioned that his clients, 
meaning the President and Mrs. Clinton, were concerned about the 
White House 'Travel Office. 

Mr. PODESTA. I think he — I think that the overall — ^Mr. Foster 
was counsel to the President when he was in the White House 
counsel’s office. Watkins had come to see him. I think he treated 
all the people in the White House. 

Mr. Burton. As his clients? 

Mr. PoDESTA. As clients, absolutely. 

Mr. Burton. You have got to be kidding. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I am not kidding. 

Mr. Burton. Oh, my. What about the rest of these remarks that 
are attributed to the First Lady and her involvement, what she 
said that Vince Foster quoted? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Excuse me? 

Mr. Burton. What about the comments that were made by the 
First Lady that Vince Foster quoted? 

Mr. PODESTA. Do you want to read them to me? 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Foster’s 'Travel Office diary. Mr. Foster, in re- 
constructing his conversations with the First Lady after the fact, 
discusses two ffiscussions with the First Lady. And the second one, 
which I will go into again, expresses her general frustration with 
management drift and asked him if he knew about any problems 
in the 'Travel Office. He told her Bill Kennedy was looking into the 
problems in the Travel Office. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I think that is accurate and as stated and that’s 
stated in our report that we released on July 2nd, 1993, along with 
the memos he’s seeing Mrs. Clinton on that. Before that time, be- 
fore we released this report, Mrs. Clinton’s involvement hadn’t 
been brought up. 

Mr. Burton. I have been told, and I haven’t read the entire re- 
ports, but I have been told that the GAO and the OPR reports are 
different than — the GAO report is not quite as thorough as the 
OPR report. Why is that? 
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Mr. PoDESTA. Well, I’d let GAO and OPR reply to that. 

Mr. Horn. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Burton. Be happy to yield to my colleague from California. 

Mr. Horn. Let me just note that as far as the GAO goes that on 
page 15 of the draft report of GAO, it notes as follows: You start, 
as acknowledged in the White House travel financial review, the 
involvement in the decision to remove the Travel Office employees 
of individuals with potential personal or business interests and the 
outcome created at least the appearance of a conflict of interest. 
These individuals’ actions, reinforced by opinions expressed by the 
First Lady that changes should be made, appear to have triggered 
the ’Travel Office employees’ removal. 

’The question is, why was that removed in the final report? 

Mr. CuNGER. The gentleman’s time has expired. And the Chair 
now recognizes the gentlelady from Florida, Mrs. Thurman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, there were two questions asked by 
the Republicans of the GAO, and I think the representative of the 
GAO ought to be able to respond to both of those questions. We will 
wait our turn over here. This is a hearing, we want the truth. 

Mr. Clinger. The generosity of the gentleman from California 
is — the maCTanimity is marvelous. And I would therefore, in yield- 
ing, thank him for his consideration. I have been trying to keep the 
clock very close on all members here. But we appreciate your mag- 
nanimity and I would ask the witness to respond. 

Ms. Kingsbury. OK. The first question was an explanation of 
why the GAO and the OPR reports may differ. And without having 
gone into a detailed analysis of exactly how they differ, I would 
offer the observation that I believe that the OPR investigators 
talked to a number of people as a part of its effort that we did not 
talk to. And so it would not surprise me that there were some dif- 
ferences. 

Our description of the role of the First Lady in the final report 
is based almost entirely on the interview we conducted with Mr. 
Watkins and responses by the White House on behalf of the First 
Lady to specific questions we put to her in following that up, fol- 
lowing up on the interview. We did not, I would emphasize, talk 
to Mr. Thomason. We obviously did not talk to Mr. Foster. We did 
not talk to a lot of other people that I believe the OPR report did. 
And if the committee would like a more detailed analysis of the 
specific differences, I would have to get additional access to the 
OPR report to do that. 

With respect to the second question, which is — ^has to do with 
language that existed in a draft that I was arguably largely respon- 
sible for that was dated in the middle of March, 1994, I have to 
point out that that draft was written while our audit work was still 
going on. We had not yet received the responses from the First 
Lady. 

That languEige, in particular, I recall was taken almost exclu- 
sively from the management review as a source, and it generalized 
the conversations that may have taken place with the First Lady. 
As we got additional information and got in particular the re- 
sponses from the First Lady, which are noted in a footnote, in spe- 
cifics in a footnote on page 54, below the description of what Mr. 
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Watkins had said she said, we made our report more precise to 
conform to the evidence we had available to us. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has now expired. 

Mr. Horn. Well, could I have one follow-up? 

Mr. CuNGER. I am sorry. We have got to hold the line here or 
we get off track. And I would now recognize the gentlelady from 
Florida for 5 minutes, Mrs. Thurman. 

Mrs. Thurman. I would yield my time to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. Kanjorski. 

Mr. Kanjorski. This is directed to the panel. I know you have 
made em investigation of what happened after the firing. But your 
investigations had to go back and determine whether or not there 
was any reason for the firings. Is that correct? Is there anyone that 
didn’t examine what the status of the Travel Office was prior to the 
action in the White House that is being investigated? 

Mr. Bell. Again, the IRS Inspection investigation was limited to 
the internal inquiry within the IRS, and didn’t involve matters out- 
side of the IRS. 

Mr. Kanjorski. All right. 

Mr. Smith. This would be also for the FBI, purely an in-house 
inquiry as to the chronology of events that occurred with the White 
House contact, but, second if we violated any rules and policy, pro- 
cedures within the FBI with those contacts. 

Mr. Kanjorski. So your reports do not go back as to any condi- 
tions existing in the )^ite House prior to the actions taken by the 
^^ite House; is that correct? 

Mr. Smith. That’s correct for the FBI. 

Mr. Shahebn. Congressman, that applies as well to our report. 

Mr. Kanjorski. So you don’t know and have no information as 
to what the existence of circumstances were coming up 

Mr. Shaheen. We have general information that we gleaned in 
the course of some interviews, but that was not part of our inves- 
tigative charge. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Not part of your investigative charge, but you 
have information now as to what the conditions were in the Travel 
Office and related travel conditions? 

Mr. Shaheen. We got information that it was not a tidy place. 

Mr. Kanjorski. OIC Well, then, my question is directed to you, 
sir, to the GAO, and to Mr. Podesta. Is there any reason in the 
world, having all the information at your command after your in- 
vestigation and knowing what was occurring in the White House 
Travel Office for the previous 3 months before the discharge and 
for the 12 years prior to that as a result of any information or stud- 
ies that proper activity wasn’t taken to change the circumstances 
of the management of that office? 

Ms. Kingsbury. We examined some of the records of the Travel 
Office for the period from January, 1992, forward. We were unable 
to do a comprehensive review. Our findings clearly support the 
KPMG Peat Marwick findings that there were significant financial 
management weaknesses in that office. We do not have an inde- 

g endent view of whether or not that meant the employees should 
e fired or not. 

Mr. Kanjorski. There was no question about mismanagement in 
that office; is that correct? 
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Ms. Kingsbury. Not to us, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Yourself, Mr. Shaheen, do you concur with that? 

Mr. Shaheen. We agree there was mismanagement in the office. 
I don’t have a basis on which to determine whether it was appro- 
priate or not to fire them. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Podesta, in your internal study, do you have 
any indication that there was abuse, mismanagement, and poten- 
tially fraud existing in the Travel Office prior to the action taken 
by the White House that is the purpose of this inquiry? 

Mr. Podesta. We concluded I think based on — ^largely on the 
Peat Marwick study that management changes were necessary in 
the Travel Office and that the firings of the — of the people respon- 
sible for the financial affairs of the Travel Office were within rea- 
sonable — within reason for the White House. 

Mr. Kanjorski. In the prior examination of some of the members 
on the other side, they asked you whether or not there were nota- 
tions of the President of the United States himself on some of the 
memorandum. And I understand that you have seen those docu- 
ments. All of you have seen those documents? 

Ms. Kingsbury. No. 

Mr. Podesta. I think just I have seen them. 

Mr. Kanjorski. OK They were shared with the committee; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. That — that’s my understanding, yes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. May I make an inquiry of the chairman? Did 
those documents come to this committee upon a request of this 
committee of the Office of the President? 

Mr. Clinger. I am not sure which documents you are referring 
to. 

Mr. Kanjorski. There was a notation of a memorandum to the 
President of the United States where he actually made a notation. 

Mr. Davis. If the gentleman would yield, as I 

Mr. Clinger. No, I am advised that we did not have that. There 
was a redaction. We did hear about it from the media, but we 
never had access to that document. 

Mr. Kanjorski. You mean we received that document not di- 
rectly from the Office of the President, but through the media? 

Mr. Davis. No, Mr. Chairman. Would the gentleman yield? We 
have the underlying document, but one page was redacted. And the 
page with the President’s comments I assume was redacted. 

Mr. Kanjorski. But you did receive that document from the 
White House but subsequently someone provided you with the re- 
dacted copy? 

Mr. Davis. No one provided me with a redacted copy. We just did 
it here. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I understand the copy you had did not have the 
President’s notations on it; is that correct? 

Mr. Davis. That is correct. 

Mr. Kanjorski. V^ere did the notations come that were referred 
to in cross-examination of these witnesses? 

Mr. Davis. I just asked. I assume the media had it somewhere, 
but it was not provided by the White House. 

Mr. Kanjorski. So it came 
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Mr. Davis. Except under cross-examination, we got a redacted, 
empty copy. 

Mr. Kanjorski. It makes a point. The point is, when this com- 
mittee held hearings in 1992 of the Bush White House, we re- 
quested five members of the President’s staff to testify. And at that 
time his chief assistant asserted that the President was exercising 
executive privilege, that he would not even allow some of his assist- 
ants to come to the Congress of the United States to tell us in gen- 
eral form what facts existed in the Travel Office of the President. 
And the point 1 think I want to make is that there isn’t anyone 
here asserting that there hasn’t been total cooperation in every re- 
gard, even mving documents that have notations with the Presi- 
dent’s own handwriting on those documents to this committee in 
assisting us to make this examination. Is that correct? 

One other point 

Mr. Horn. Would the gentleman yield for a question? I am just 
curious. The document you are talking about was released to the 
press apparently, but not released to this committee. Am I wrong 
on that? 

Mr. PODESTA. I am looking for a representative of the White 
House counsel’s office, but it was my understanding that the docu- 
ment that you have with the redaction was made — was sent to the 
committee, and that the redaction, the redacted portion was made 
available for inspection by the chairman and other members of the 
committee. 

Mr. Horn. It doesn’t make sense to me that you have sent us the 
document with the President’s notations, then you have redacted it 
when the chairman looked at it. I don’t get it. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Regular order. 

Mr. Davis. Would the gentleman yield? Let me try to explain. As 
I understand the White House 

Mr. Kanjorski. It is my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has the time. 

Mr. Davis. If the gentleman will yield 

Mr. Kanjorski. I am not going to yield for everybody’s expla- 
nation. I will yield to Mr. Waxman from California. It is 

Mr. Waxman. My understanding from the White House counsel 
was the documents were given to the committee, but the Presi- 
dent’s notation on the document, that was held for inspection but 
not turned over to committee because the President’s, obviously, 
personal statement to his staff is privileged. But information was 
given to this committee, this committee knew about it, and I think 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania’s point is that all the documents 
that everybody’s ever had on this whole subject has been given by 
the White House and everybody involved to this committee, imlike 
the investigation he conducted in the Bush White House. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired and I am now 
going to recognize Mrs. Morelia. 

Before I do, I would just like to indicate these are the documents 
which were turned over to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Kanjorski, by Mr. Larsen. So I would point out there are plenty of 
documents here. 



579 


Mr. Kanjobski. May I ask unanimous consent to have 2 minutes 
to explain the purpose of my question, now that you have shown 
the documents my committee received, so the record is clear? 

Mr. Clinger. Is there objection? 

Mr. Davis. If the gentleman will allow me 30 seconds of that to 
answer his question. 

Mr. Kanjorski. If we get unanimous consent of 2 V 2 minutes, I 
will yield 30 seconds to you. 

Mr. Clinger. Is there objection? 

Mr. Mica. Reserving the right to object. 

Mr. CuNGER. And the gentleman reserves the right to object. 
Does the gentleman object? 

Mr. Mica. Yes. I would like to just comment on my reservations. 

Mr. Waxman. I object. I object to the unanimous consent. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s objection is heard, and the Chair 
now recognizes the gentlelady from Maryland, Mrs. Morelia. 

Mrs. Morella. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. I wanted to get back on 
the track that I have been trying to pursue. And I recognize and 
value the deliberations. I am concerned about what happened to 
these gentlemen who were dedicated civil servants. And so in terms 
of pursuing that, early, early on, I think I mentioned something 
about wliat happened on May 19th as the new travel people were 
coming in, the others were being fired on the upper floor. But I 
have mund out also, since then, that this had been anticipated, this 
firing had been anticipated long before that time; and that, frankly, 
the locks to the White House Travel Office had been changed on 
the 17th and the keys that they had didn’t work when they arrived 
at work. All of these kinds of things had happened, and I think it 
is important that the record demonstrate that, too. And I won- 
dered, Mr. Shaheen, didn’t you find in vour report that the FBI had 
been asked not to fire the employees oefore they had a chance to 
review the Peat Marwick work? 

Mr. Shaheen. I think the FBI had been — that their opinion had 
been solicited, but I don’t think that their answer was a dispositive 
one as far as the White House was concerned. 

Mrs. Morella. I think it said that it was kind of immature — not 
immature, premature. Immature also maybe, but premature? 

Mr. Shaheen. Right. 

Mrs. Morella. So the point is no investigation had been held. 

I also was concerned about jumping to conclusions without doing 
research, not only in that regard, but the idea that Mr. Podesta, 
Ms. Kingsbury, and Mr. Shaheen, I understand that you reported 
that Ms. Cornelius told David Watkins, Vince Foster, William Ken- 
nedy, Harry Thomason, and eventually agents from the FBI, that 
the White House Travel Office employees lived extravagant life- 
styles, well beyond the means of government employees. Is that 
correct, that that had 

Mr. Shaheen. She did — ^that was provided to us in interviews, 
yes. 

Mrs. Morella. Well, did any of these persons to whom these al- 
legations were made do any checking on it before we begin to tar- 
nish characters? 

Mr. Shaheen. In our case, Con^esswoman, they were not rel- 
evant with respect to our investigative charge. 
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Mrs. Morella. They were not relevant? 

Mr. Shaheen. For our purposes, they were not relevant. 

Mr. PoDESTA. Mrs. Morella, that may be a question better di- 
rected to Mr. Smith. 

Mrs. Morella. OK, great, Mr. Smith, thank you. 

Mr. Smith. At the time of the initial investigation that we con- 
ducted, and I made a chronology of the contacts with the White 
House, I think it was on the 13th that Mr. Kennedy offered, he 
said he had three options to deal with the White House. One of 
them was to fire the seven employees. Second was to send them 
home and seal the office and conduct an audit. And third, to send 
half of them home and use the remainder to assist in the audit. 

At that particular time, the two unit chiefs that were at the 
White House, unit chiefs Apple and Foran, refused to provide Mr. 
Kennedy with any advice in that regard. Later on of course, I think 
it was that day or the next day, they did in fact meet Ms. 
Cornelius. At that time, she voiced concerns for the life-styles that 
some of the Travel Office employees were using, without any elabo- 
ration, I might add. Other concerns are things, such as no competi- 
tive bids, checks written to cash and things of that nature. But it 
was just that — statements made at that time without any support- 
ing documents or anything. 

Mrs. Morelia. Right. And my concern is that a statement like 
that that was made was picked up by others and perhaps used in 
this investigation. And I think it is a terrible situation for us in 
government to have occur with our dedicated people. You want to 
comment on that? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I would just note that that occurred on the after- 
noon of the 13th, when I believe Agents Wade and Carl interviewed 
Ms. Cornelius; is that right? Two of the FBI agents came in and — 
Wade and Carl interviewed Ms. Cornelius. And I believe at that 
point they determined they had predication to begin an investiga- 
tion. It was Mr. Foster who I think kind of slowed down things and 
said, let’s get Peat Marwick in, let’s see the status of the Travel 
Office before we do anything precipitous. 

Mrs. Morella. I certainly hope that, you know, that won’t hap- 
pen again. 

I am also concerned about the fact that these people were not 
even placed on administrative leave. I think it was like a week to — 
you know, on a week-to-week basis which simply exacerbates the 
anxiety. 

Mr. PODESTA. I don’t think that’s right, Mrs. Morella. They were 
put on administrative leave until June 5th, as of May 19th. And 
then on May 25th, they were — Mr. Garrett and Mr. McLarty made 
an announcement that they would have extended administrative 
leave until new positions could be found for them following the in- 
quiry at the Justice Department. 

Mrs. Morella. It also appears as though they were the only ones 
who knew how to run the 'IVavel Office, too. Because you had peo- 
ple that went into the 'Travel Office that didn’t even know how it 
operated, who had to ask questions. Is that not the case? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I think there — ^I think there was — I would say that 
with regard to the commercial ticketing side, that operation was up 
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and running quickly and run well by American Express almost im- 
mediately. 

With regard to the contracting of airplanes and the provision of 
those services, within a relatively rapid period of time that 
smoothed out, although the first trip had problems, the trip that 
immediately followed the firings, which I think was on Saturday 
following the Wednesday firii^s. 

Mrs. Morelia. Well, Mr. Cnairman, with all that has been un- 
covered, brought out during this hearing, I guess what I want to 
bring out is the sad saga of mistreatment of human beings who 
have ^ven a great number of years and expertise and commitment 
to their government. And I hope that among all the things we may 
learn that this will not be repeated. 

I Weld back the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CuNGER. The gentlelady yields back the balance of her time. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Holden. 

Mr. Holden. Mr. Chairman, 1*11 pass at this time and reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman reserves the balance of his time. 

The gentleman from California, Mr. Horn, is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me pursue the White House management report, Mr. Pode- 
sta, and uie GAO. As I understand, staff has counted the ref- 
erences to the management report and it appears 44 times in the 
GAO document. 

Let me first ask you, Ms. Stansbury, did you have all of that re- 
port available to you? 

Ms. Kingsbury. I had the report available to me. I had no 
records underl 3 dng the report available to me, if that’s your ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Horn. Well, I understand it’s a 907-page report. Am I cor- 
rect Mr. Podesta? 

Mr. Podesta. No. 

Mr. Horn. What is it? 

Mr. Podesta. It’s a— it’s a 

Ms. Kingsbury. Shorter report. 

Mr. Podesta. Twenty-eight-page report with exhibits, which are 
another probably 40 pages. 

Mr. Horn. Well, I was told that 600 pages were furnished to the 
committee. Am I 

Mr. Podesta. Those are working papers. 

Mr. Horn. Those are working papers? Well, the committee asked 
for the full works, which I believe is 907 pages, including worldng 
papers, interviews 

Mr. Podesta. I think — that whole 907 pages, I think, goes be- 
yond the working papers of our review and includes some papers 
that were generated by the White House Counsel’s office. 

Mr. Horn. OIL And two-thirds of it were fumisbed. And then 
I’m told the chairman would be permitted to read the remaining 
300. My problem being, what’s left out and did GAO have access 
to those working papers? 

Ms. Kingsbury. The answer to that last question is, no, sir, not 
all. 
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Mr. Horn. You had no access to them, but you did depend 

Ms. Kingsbury. We were not told they existed. 

Mr. Horn. Yeah, and that’s true, it sort of squeezes out and 
drips out. 

Now let me ask a question of all of you, because I am vei7 inter- 
ested in the process by which this whole thing ^oes on. This won’t 
be — this isn’t the first time, it won’t be the last time, that we inves- 
tigate a White House function or an upper-level government func- 
tion. And I think most of you have had an experience doing this 
before somewhere in the executive branch. 

I’m sure Ms. Stansbury has. And, Inspector Smith, I take it 
you’ve investigated various executive departments. Mr. Shaheen 
certainly has had that experience; and Inspector Bell, I think 
you’ve investigated a number of executive departments. 

Well, let me ask you this. On a scale of essentially 0 to 10, would 
you say your experience in the White House Travel Office operation 
is at either 0, where there’s no cooperation, or 5, where there’s av- 
erage cooperation, or 10, where there’s an amazingly wonderful, 
stupendous degree of cooperation? Where would you put the experi- 
ence you had with the White House in terms of being forthright 
and cooperative, from 0 to 10? 

Mr. Bell. Again, Mr. Horn, our investigation was completely in- 
ternal to the IRS. We made no inquiries at the White House. But 
within the IRS, I would state again that all of the cooperation 
would be at a 10 level. Everything was provided to us in our inves- 
tigation, and all employees involved in this matter were made 
available, not only to us, but to the GAO. 

Mr. Horn. So the White House wasn’t involved at all, you had 
the records and you simply explored them? 

Mr. Bell. The White House was not part of our investigation. 
The records within the IRS were the only records that we utilized. 

Mr. Horn. Right. Mr. Shaheen? 

Mr. Shaheen. Congressman, let me try answering your question 
this way, and see if it responds. We have had, over the last nearly 
20 years, occasion to investigate senior people at the White House 
at the direction of different Attorneys General, involving adminis- 
trations of lx)th parties. We have uniformly received full coopera- 
tion. It’s as though they were in each instance employees of the De- 
partment of Justice, They were as cooperative as they could be, the 
other — the other investigations we conducted. 

This one was without precedent in terms of its failure of coopera- 
tion and candor. And I don’t impute ill motive a hundred percent. 
'This was a brand-new administration, they were 4 months into it. 
We were talking about a beloved person in the White House Coun- 
sel’s office, a Deputy Coiuisel to the President, who was a close 
friend of many people over there, who had killed himself. You had 
sensitivities that were raw. 

You had the Director of the FBI under investigation, you had rel- 
ative inexperience by a number of the people in the miite House 
Counsel’s office. 

So if I can — if you permit me to set the stage, I think these are 
very bright people in the White House CounseFs office; they should 
have known better. We were terribly disappointed. We were as dis- 
appointed as we were dismayed by the failure of cooperation. But 
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putting it in context, I think that explains some part of their fail- 
ure. 

But if I had to put it on a scale of 0 to 10, 4. 

Mr. Horn. OK. Ms. Stansbupr? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Kingsbuiy, just to get it right. 

Mr. Horn. I’m sorry. One of my close friends is Stansbury, and 
I just looked at the end of it. 

Ms. Kingsbury. I’ll take it as a compliment and put this where 
you can see it. 

Mr. Horn. You’ve had a lot of experience. Where do you rank it? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Well, I think again, as with Mr. Shaheen, I 
think you have to think about what you compare it to. This was, 
as I said in my statement, an extraordinarily difficult job in com- 
parison to the average run-of-the-mill audit we conducted in an ex- 
ecutive branch agency. 

It was not — we’ve nad executive branch agencies get difficult as 
well. So by that comparison. I’d have to rank it fairly low. On the 
other hand, we have had other experiences in other White Houses, 
in other administrations, in which the extent to which documents 
were forthcoming in this experience was in fact better than our ex- 
perience has been at some points in the past. 

While we did not get every document now known to exist, we got 
a whole lot of documents. We had to be patient, because — largely 
because of the criminal investigation, I think. But we got a whole 
lot of documents. So somewhere in the middle is probably about 
right against the scale of audits at the White House. Better than 
that in some other places. I mean, the cooperation we had from the 
IRS and the ability we had to handle that part of the story was 
extraordinarily good. 

Mr. SCHIFF [presiding]. 'The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Horn. Inspector Smith, could we get his answer to complete 
the question? 

Mr. ScHiFF. Briefly, Mr. Smith, if you would. 

Mr. Smith. As I pointed out in my initial statement, we didn’t 
interview anyone outside of the FBI. So it would be difficult for me 
to put a numerical evaluation on cooperation with the White 
House. 

Mr. Horn. So there were no records denied? There were no 
records denied that you needed? 

Mr. Smith. We didn’t ask for any records. 

Mr. ScHiFF. Mr. Barrett from Wisconsin, you’re recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. Barrett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I would 
yield my time to Mr. Kanjorski from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. ScHiFF. The time is yielded. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Thank you very much, Mr. Barrett. 

Mr. Chairman, even^hing has to be put in perspective, and I 
think Ms. Kingsbury did that very well in comparing the coopera- 
tion of the White House with this investigation as opposed to other 
investigations. 

And, of course, I was involved in the travel investigation of the 
White House in the immediate preceding administration of Mr. 
Bush. And at that time this committee requested the presence of 
five individuals from the White House. They consisted of Mr. 
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McBride, who was Assistant to the President for Management and 
Administration; and Mr. Bateman, who was Deputy Assistant to 
the President for Management and Director of the Office of Admin- 
istration. The third member was Mr. Brennan, Administrative Op- 
erations Division Office of the Administration of the White House; 
and the fourth member, Mr. Alexander, Director of Administration, 
Office of Policy Development, at the White House; and the fifth 
member was Mr. Rasmussen. When we convened that hearing 
some 2 years and 3 months ago, we had five very empty seats. 
They just absolutely refused to come and testily before a committee 
of the Congress of the United States, that was the authorizing com- 
mittee for White House travel. 

.^ter various discussions internally within the committee, with 
the Clerk of the House, an attorney for the House, after the sugges- 
tion of the need for direct subpoenas, and the assertion of executive 
privilege by the White House on these people, it was finally con- 
cluded that two members would testify, Mr. Rasmussen and Mr. 
Larsen. And the reason that is so interesting is, Mr. Larsen was 
the person who in the White House who realw was responsible for 
all the documentation that 2 years ago should have flown to this 
committee and didn’t. And though ultimately he did testify for 6V2 
hours, it was without the benent of practically any internal docu- 
ments from the White House of even the most minimal importance, 
no less documentation that had notations from the President or 
memorandums directly to the President. 

The point I am making is that in prior administrations, there 
was an attempt to absolutely stonewall the Congress. And then we 
discovered that the Chief Investigator of this committee, Mr. 
Larsen, comes from that very atmosphere to the Congress of the 
United States, knew and testified for 6V2 hours on this very subject 
matter of the abuse, mismanagement, miscontrol of travel in the 
V^ite House. And knowing full well, Mr. Moran and other mem- 
bers of my subcommittee and Mr. Burton sat for literally 15 
months in investigation and hearings, and over the period of 9 
months of this new Congress, Mr. Larsen, as chief investigator of 
this committee, never saw fit to call me and notify me that the 
chairman was interested in this issue and what information we 
may be able to impart to him that would help in that investigation. 

But, in fact, the approach here is a very narrow approach, to talk 
about merely the firing circumstances. It reminds me when I tried 
a case one time and we agreed to bifurcation of the issue of neg- 
ligence and damages. My dient was in a bowling alley, he stepped 
on a slippery element that was on the alley, and we were only al- 
lowed to put in the testimony of negligence. So, suddenly, he hit 
the slippery spot, flew up in the air, and that was the end of our 
testimony. 

Here we have the same thing. We’re asked to hear in bifurcation 
what happened at the White House after a set of circumstances 
when the new President was in only 120 days; and the American 
people, listening out there as to whv did this all occur, if we had 
a total complex picture of what had been happening for 12 years 
in the White House prior to the Clinton administration, through 
multiple examinations by the General Accounting Office where 
their officials related to me, although Ms. Kingsbury may not be 
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aware of those conversations, but we’re willing to call them if it’s 
need be, that they were stonewalled, not provided with documents, 
not given the information, and had zero cooperation from the White 
House over periods of years, not only months. 

With all this, I think we can conclude that this picture of at- 
tempting to bifurcate what happened is going to give a total 
misimpression to the American people that there is not a substan- 
tial element of fact and information that justifies exactly what hap- 
pened. That does not justify the new administration’s inability to 
properly handle the situation or bungle the situation. 

i^en I heard of the dismissal of the Travel Office, I said finally, 
after 4 months, they have gotten to a root, core problem in the 
White House. Little did I understand that it was not handled with 
the type of sophistication that I had expected. But never did I 
doubt that there was justification for cleaning up what I considered 
a clear rat’s nest in the White House. And I can go on. It exists 
in other travel portions of the executive branch of government. 

Now we’re here with the American people watching us, and 
they’re trying to figure out why five people are called here to tell 
us the nature of their reports on a very small period of time, and 
I’m not sure what we’re asking them. They’ve all submitted re- 

K orts. They feel very good about it; they had documents that even 
ad notations of the President of the United States on them. We 
had letters from Judge Mikva to the chairman of the committee 
that all documents have been exposed. Some had to be done in 
camera, but they are perfectly available, eveiything is available, 
everything is before the Congress. What should be before the Con- 
gress and the American people is the history of travel in the White 
House and travel in the Executive Office of the President for the 
last 12 years, up until now. And as I discussed with Chairman 
Clinger the other day, I believe that processes have to be put in 
place very consistent with recommendations made by the General 
Accounting Office over a term of years of how office travel or how 
travel should be handled in the Executive Office of the President 
so that there’s a proper accounting, voucher systems that are cor- 
rect, and for documentation easily exposable not only to the Con- 
gress of the United States, but to the media and the American peo- 
ple so that they understand that never again should we have a 
President whose White House spent almost $200 million for travel 
in 1 year. 

And I can tell you one thing as a result of watching the Clin- 
ton — 

Mr. ScHiFF. The time has expired. 

Mr. Kanjorsm. I would just conclude, if I may. 

We have not had that experience in the last 2 years. 

Mr. ScHD’F. Thank you. I now recognize myself for 5 minutes, 
and want to say first, since I’m sitting in temporarily for our chair- 
man, Congressman Clinger, that more than 2 years ago he did ex- 
press his interest in the subject and was ignored by the then-ma- 
jority that ran this committee. 

And I want to go on further now and ask Mr. Podesta, there was 
a subject I was asking you about when I ran out of time before, 
comeback to it for that reason. And this deals with the file of the 
late Mr. Vincent Foster and the White House Travel Office. 
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Mr. Shaheen has testified before that he learned about this in 
July 1995. You learned about it as a White House staff member in 
July 1994, and I asked you, where was the file on Mr. Foster’s 
death from July 1993 to July 1994; and I believe you said you be- 
lieved it was in the possession of White House Counsel, Mr. Nuss- 
baum. Is that ri^t? 

Mr. PODESTA. That’s correct. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Do you know why, and you may not know why but 
do you know why Mr. Nussbaum did not make that file available 
in 1993 to the various investigations that were going on at that 
time? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I believe that he has said that he — ^that he was 
aware of the matters that they had requested — of the document re- 
quests that they had made, and thought it was either privileged or 
outside the scope. But I should defer to Mr. Nussbaum. 

Mr. ScHiFF. That’s fine. I just wanted to see if you did know for 
sure. 

Mr. Shaheen, I’d like to come back to you. The note that Mr. Fos- 
ter wrote that was found in shreds in his briefcase, some have 
called a suicide note; you know what I’m talking about? 

Mr. Shaheen. Yes. 

Mr. ScHiFF. He said in there that the FBI lied to the Attorney 
General, and it was apparently related to this particular investiga- 
tion. And you testified in your opening statement that you believed 
that Mr. Foster was referring to the FBI report where it said that 
the White House told them “the highest levels are interested in 
this investigation” as almost implying kind of pressure on them. 

Is your— did I have your testimony correct on that? 

Mr. Shaheen. You heard that testimony correctly, yes, sir, Con- 
gressman. 

Mr. ScHIFF. Did you — I realize that there’s no way, of course, we 
can ask Mr. Foster precisely, but in terms of being an investigator 
in this matter, did you reach a conclusion about whether in fact the 
FBI did misstate what they were told at the White House? 

Mr. Shaheen. We did reach a conclusion. The particular note 
that we were interested in that Mr. Foster wrote was that the FBI 
lied in its report to the AG. He was, we believe, referring to the 
FBI’s own internal report when there was no reflection in that re- 
port that the FBI — ^that the FBI succumbed to any attempted pres- 
sure when there were adversions to interest at the highest levels, 
or the threats, as I’ll characterize them, of the alternative use of 
the IRS in the event the FBI’s help was unavailable — imavailing. 

We believe that the Bureau, the Bureau’s internal report accu- 
rately reflected that they are not pressured. They may have appre- 
ciated that Mr. Kenneay was trying to suggest pressure. On the 
other hand, Mr. Kennedy may have honestly been repeating the in- 
terest of his superiors, and honestly representing that the people 
above him were interested in this matter and keenly so. But the 
FBI in its report, we believe accurately, and we conducted a host 
of interviews about it with the operative FBI personnel, we believe 
the FBI honestly represented to the Attorney General in its report 
that they — they were not — they did not feel they were under pres- 
sure. 
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Mr. SCHIFF. Well, nevertheless, although I am proud of the FBI, 
based on your conclusion that they did not succumb to any threats 
or pressure, wouldn’t statements to the FBI from a White House 
official, “the highest levels are interested in this” and something to 
the effect of if the FBI doesn’t act the IRS will be asked to do so, 
don’t you think those constitute an attempt to threaten or an at- 
tempt to influence the — “threaten” may be too strong a word — an 
attempt to influence the Agency to get involved when maybe there 
was not a basis to do so? 

Mr. Shaheen. a cold reading of the record might suggest that. 
Congressman, but there was an honest belief that when Mr. Ken- 
nedy referred to interest at the highest levels, that he was honestly 
repeating the intense pressure he was feeling and was passing it 
on. 

We’ve given careful thought to this, and the message may have 
been lost in the translation. Maybe there was some feeling of pres- 
sure. But the Bureau did not yield, did not succumb. 

I might add, it’s an observation of mine, I don’t know if it’s — with 
10 cents and a cup of coffee you can’t get on the Metro with it, but 
the FBI is probably the sawiest institution in the executive branch 
in terms of dealing with the White House. They’re, of necessity, in 
constant commimication with them because they do the back- 
grounds of most of the senior people over there. 

Mr. ScHiFF. What about when the White House announced, I 
think through Ms. Myers, I could be mistaken about that, but the 
White House announced the FBI was investigating the Travel Of- 
fice right after the firings. Isn’t that out of the ordinary as far as 
procedure goes, to announce the FBI is investigating? 

Mr. Shaheen. It may be out of the ordinary. I don’t know that 
it’s inappropriate. 

Mr. ScHiFF. All right. What about when Mr. Collingwood, of the 
Congressional Affairs Department, went and met with White 
House officials to discuss what press statement would be given? 
Isn’t that kind of coordination between the White House and a law 
enforcement agency unusual? 

Mr. Shaheen. Not with respect to an exchange of— not a visit by 
someone of Mr. Collingwood’s rank, in the circumstances. It’s not 
the norm, but it’s not altogether unusual. 

Mr. ScMFF. It’s not the norm, though, you would say? 

Mr. Shaheen. It’s not the norm. And he is a senior official, 
though. 

Mr. ScHiFF. All right. 

Mr. Podesta, did you want to respond to that? 

Mr. Podesta. I did, Mr. Schiff. 

I just must tell you I was a little bit surprised when I read a re- 
dacted copy of Mr. Shaheen’s 

Mr. Schiff. I’m going to ask you to be brief because my time has 
expired. 

Mr. Podesta. Mr. Shaheen’s memo which criticized us for being 
too tough on ourselves on the points you just raised. I felt a little 
bit like I was in the movie Chinatown. 

Mr. Schiff. Thank you. My time has expired. 

Mr. Green of Texas. 
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Mr. Green. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And, again, let me revisit 
what — I know we’ve had a long day for not only the Members, who 
can come and go, but the witnesses who have to stay. And again, 

I thought it was interesting, Mr. Chairman, that you questioned 
whether the FBI had lied to the Department of Justice. 

And, Mr. Shaheen, if I could reiterate, again, did the White 
House have anything to do at all with any undue influence or q^ues- 
tion except the appearance of— in dealing with the FBI and a^ing 
them to investigate this? 

Mr. Shaheen. We’re satisfied that the answer to that question 
is no. 

Mr. Green. OK And the information I’ve received is that the 
independent accounting firm, the first time in the history of having 
a Travel Office, whether as the chairman said it was 1920, 1988, 
or 1993, that an outside accounting firm. Peat Marwick, confirmed 
that there was financial mismanagement on the part of Billy Ray 
Dale. Is that true from at least the information that the witnesses 
have, that there was financial mismanagement? 

Mr. Shaheen. Congressman, that question appears to me, I 
think would be inappropriate to answer because that is the subject 
of a pending case. 

Mr. Green. I am glad you answered it that wav because that 
points to the concern that we have said all day today. We have a 
trial starting 2 days from today and we have a congressional com- 
mittee that decided to have its first hearing today instead 5 months 
ago, or 6 months ago, when I am sure this whole panel would have 
been available to them. 

I would like to^eld 1 minute to my colleague. 

Mr. Waxman. 'Thank you for yielding. 

Sitting here all dav 1 am questioning myself what is new here. 
We have had the GAO report, we have had others do reports. It 
seems to me we have some uncontroverted facts and I would like 
to hear the witnesses tell me if I am wrong about it. 

We had a Travel Office that the Clinton administration inher- 
ited, that according to the Peat Marwick study had a lot of irreg- 
ularities, lack of accountability, lack of documentation, lack of good 
systems. The Clinton administration took that report and decided 
to try to put some of their own people in the place of those who 
were at the Travel Office. 

'They didn’t handle it very gracefully. They didn’t do an appro- 
priate job, but they didn’t do anything criminal. And they didn’t do 
anything, it seems to me, that deserves a full day of hearings by 
the House of Itepresentatives and this committee. Maybe that’s a 
judgment to you all you may not want to respond to. 

But have we not had a GAO report on this subject, Ms. 
Kingsbury? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. When did that come out? 

Ms. Kingsbury. May 2, 1994. 

Mr. Waxman. So nothing new has happened that I can tell at 
this hearing that we didn’t know about in May 1994. What other 
do we hav^ We had one from the Office of Professional Respon- 
sibility; is that right, Mr. Shaheen? 

Mr. Shaheen. Right. 
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Mr. Waxman. When did that report come out? 

Mr. Shaheen. Early 1994. It hasn’t come out. 

Mr. Waxman. It hasn’t come out. 

Mr. Shaheen. It was finished and sent to the Deputy Attorney 
General. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you heard anything today that you didn’t 
know about? 

Mr. Shaheen. Not anything today. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you anything that hasn’t been in the press? 

Mr. Shaheen. Not that hasn’t been in the press. 

Mr. Waxman. Have any of you heard anj^hing you didn’t know 
about or didn’t read about in the press? 

The only reason for this hearing is obvious, is politics. The Re- 
publicans have control of the House, they want to beat up the Clin- 
ton White House. It just seems to me that all of the thin^, 
privatizing the office and making sure these abuses don’t tcu^e 
place again, that is appropriate, but it doesn’t require a full day of 
hearings where people are being questioned as if this is Waterg:ate. 

This is not Watergate; is it? Does anybody maintain this is a 
matter of anything to do with other than inappropriate, certainly 
not criminal acts? 

Any of you maintain there is a criminality on the part of the 
Clinton administration? 

Mr. Shaheen. I guess I would await the Independent Counsel's 
report. 

Mr. Waxman. Who is the Independent Counsel? 

Mr. Shaheen. Ken Starr. 

Mr. Waxman. That has to do with whole water — what is it, 
Whitewater and a whole bunch of other things. 

Mr. Shaheen. It also has to do with Mr. Foster. 

Mr. Waxman. You know of no criminality yourself in your inves- 
tigation, do you? 

Mr. Shaheen. No. 

Mr. Waxman. I themk the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Green. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And again for those who are viewing from C-SPAN, let’s reit- 
erate that the GAO in their report that we have from 1994, sug- 
gested 29 reforms in the Travel Office, 26 of them have been done 
on a review a few months later and hopefully the i^ite House is 
working on those other three, although I join in Mr. Kanjorski in 
saying we probably ought to privatize that office over there. 

I would like to^eld the balance of my time to Mr. Kanjorski. 

Mr. Waxman. Before you do, could I just ask unanimous consent? 

I would like unanimous consent that Members may submit addi- 
tional written questions to the chairman for written responses to 
be included in the record. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I would like to direct my question to the GAO 
again. Why wasn’t — when we were holding our hearings in 1992, 
the Congress wasn’t informed about the whistleblowers’ charges in 
the White House and provided with the additional information. 
That would have been a natural follow-up for us. 
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We were looking for just that sort of thing and we never received 
that cooperation. As a matter of fact, we had to dig it out of— it was 
interesting. We dug it out of the Ronald Reagan Library. 

Ms. Kingsbury. That’s where we got it from during this job. I 
honestly don’t know, and I can look into why we might have over- 
looked that at the time. 

Mr. Kanjorski. You agree that those — those are criminal allega- 
tions that are made in that 1988 letter and then were followed up, 
and that Mr. Dale aCTeed that that activity of gift-giving and spe- 
cial trips were actually occurring and had been occurring for a very 
long period of time; is that correct? 

Ms. Kingsbury. As I said earlier, I have the two documents. I 
have the letter we got and the report that we did get fWm the ar- 
chives of the Reagan White House, and he certainly seems to be 
admitting to things that my attorneys advise me would be serious 
violations of the standards of conduct. 

Mr. Kanjorski. We have two people here from the Office of Re- 
^onsibility and the FBI. Are we following up this gift-giving to 
Federal employees and this almost cabal down there at the Travel 
Office that occurred and continued until January 1993 when the 
new White House took over? 

Mr. Shaheen. I would 

Mr. Kanjorski. May we have the answer to the those questions, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Clinger. You may respond. 

Mr. Shaheen. That would involve a referral, if there has been 
one, to the Criminal Division of the Department, and we are sepa- 
rate from them. 

Mr. Kanjorski. When you run across a criminality, you don’t 
make a referral? 

Mr. Shaheen. We certainly do when we come across it. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

I am goin|; to recognize Mr. Mica. But I would just note, and Mr. 
Waxman raised the point that why are we spending a day of hear- 
ings at this point, and I think that makes the point. The point is 
we would have loved to have had these hearings in the last 2 years 
but were prevented from doing so at the time. 

I recognize the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Mica, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Podesta, this is the White House travel management review 
that you helped prepare; is that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. That’s correct. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Smith, you were working on a report. Did the 
White House request a copy of your report prior to this July 2, 
1993? 

Mr. Smith. Not to me directly. 

Mr. Mica. But to the agency/ 

Mr. Smith. We received a request. As I recall, there was some 
conversation between the Department and the FBI regarding mak- 
ing my report available to the White House. 

Mr. Mica. So someone was trying to get a copy of your — the FBI 
report from the White House before this was published? 

Mr. Smith. That’s correct. 

Mr. Mica. It is correct. 
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And Mr. Podesta, you worked on the Clinton campaign; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Podesta. I was a volunteer in the campaign. 

Mr. Mica. Did you know Ms. Cornelius, the President’s — did you 
meet her during the campaign? 

Mr. Podesta. I think I met her perhaps briefly in the transition 
to pick up a ticket. 

Mr. Mica. Is she a first cousin or second cousin to the President? 

Mr. Podesta. I believe the GAO established she is a third cousin. 

Mr. Mica. Were you aware of World Travel, where they were 
from? 

Mr. Podesta. Prior to doing the review? 

Mr. Mica. Yes, prior to doing the review? 

Mr. Podesta. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Mica. You weren’t. 

Mr. Podesta. I don’t think so. Although I might have — I trav- 
eled— during the transition, I traveled once to Little Rock and it 
may be that I got a ticket from World Wide. 

Mr. Mica. And where are they from? 

Mr. Podesta. I wasn’t aware of where they were from. v 

Mr. Mica. Were you aware of who the principals of World Wide 
'Travel are? 

Mr. Podesta. Prior to these events, prior to doing the review? 

Mr. Mica. Yes. 

Mr. Podesta. No. 

Mr. Mica. You weren’t. 

You are aware, though, that you said today that the President’s 
cousin, David Watkins, met in Little Rock in December. You found 
that out, discovered that they talked about World Wide Travel from 
Little Rock to possibly get into the travel business, take this over. 
I guess the ballot boxes weren’t even cold yet. 'This was in Decem- 
ber 1992, is that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. Well, I won’t accept the characterization, but it 
was in December 1992. 

Mr. Mica. It is my understanding, too, that Mr. Stephanopoulos 
announced the award May 21st to American Express, is that cor- 
rect, of the White House travel business? 

Mr. Podesta. I believe that is correct, yes. 

Mr. Mica. And the competition was to be held May 23rd? 

Mr. Podesta. I think it was held on the 22nd and the 23rd. 

Mr. Mica. But he announced it on the 21st. 

Mr. Podesta. I think that was a mistake. 

Mr. Mica. 'That was a sort of an interesting sequence of events. 

Mr. Podesta. I can help shed some light on that, Mr. Mica, if 
you’d like. I ^ess you wouldn’t. 

Mr. Mica. The V^ite House, it sounds like, was lying — in the in- 
terim, World Travel took over these responsibilities. We had World 
Travel folks in place. So they were already there, when was it, the 
13th, 14th, 15th, 16th, 17th. 


Mr. Podesta. I think one person came to DC on the 13th or 14th 
and then the others arrived on the 19th. 

Mr. Mica. Now, did you ask after you prepared this to get some 
t 3 q)e of a — this report, did you try to get from FBI some type of a 
letter saying that this was a valid report, a good report? 
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Mr. PoDESTA. From the FBI? 

Mr. Mica. Yes. 

Mr. PODESTA. No. 

Mr. Mica. You didn’t at any time make that inquiry or re- 
quest — 

Mr. PoDESTA. A request 

Mr. Mica [continuing]. After this was published from the White 
House? 

Mr. PoDESTA. No. I believe that the — that the report was sent to 
the Department of Justice and Mr. McLarty asked the Attorney 
General to review it to determine whether it was consistent with 
the report. But I didn’t do that, Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. Ms. Kingsbury, you referred to this report 44 times, 
the White House report, prepared 

Ms. Kingsbury. I’ll take your word for it. I haven’t counted. 

Mr. Mica. And Mr. Podesta, Darnell Martens, we also looked 
through this, we see that Mr. Martens is also trying to land some 
business with the White House, a consulting contract. 

Mr. Podesta. Not with the Wiite House, Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. You are aware of that. Were you aware Mr. 
Thomason, his buddy, the President’s buddy, owned one-third of 
Mr. Marten’s corporation when he was trying to get this business? 

Mr. Podesta. Of course. It is stated in our report. 

Mr. Mica. So it sounds like what we were trying to do 

Mr. Podesta. It was an account with GSA, it was not a contract. 

Mr. Mica. Was to get some business for some of his campaign 
friends and this whole thing blew up. 

Mr. Podesta, did you review whether Mr. Watkins’ efforts to pro- 
cure employment contracts for relatives, friends he had prior to 
and dealings with and campaign supporters of the President vio- 
lated the prohibition of the use of public funds for private gain or 
the prohibition of use of nonpublic information set forth in the 
Code of Federal Regulations for the Office of Government Ethics, 
Standards and Ethical Conduct for Employees of the executive 
branch, Part 2635? 

Mr. Podesta. We were doing a management review, Mr. Mica, 
so we were not trying to draw legal conclusions. As you know, the 
matter of, the Travel Office matter itself had been referred to the 
Justice Department. We were trying to find out what went wrong. 
We were trying to implement policies to make sure that it didut 
happen eigain, but we were not trying to draw legal conclusions. 

Mr. Mica. Did Mr. — Mr. Podesta, did you inquire whether or not 
Mr. David Watkins, Assistant to the President — or Ms. Patsy 
Thomasson, Special Assistant to the President, violated the prohi- 
bition of giving preferential treatment to a private organization or 
individuals set forth in the Code of Federal Regulations in Part 
2635? 

Mr. Podesta. I think my last answer was responsive to that. It 
wasn’t our mandate to draw legal conclusions. That was the job for 
the Department of Justice or the Office of Government Ethics. 

Mr. Mica. Ms. Kingsbury, did you review this? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Did I review what, sir? 

Mr. Mica. The matter I just spoke about. 

Ms. Kingsbury. Not that specific issue, no sir. 
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Mr. Mica. Mr. Podesta, in what has been labeled the Vince Fos- 
ter suicide note, Mr. Foster wrote, and I quote, “I didn’t knowingly 
violate any law or standard of conduct,” close quote. This is tne 
Vince Foster note from the OPR report attachments. 

Mr. Podesta, did you know of Mr. Foster’s concern about violat- 
ing laws or standards of conduct in regard to the Travel Office? 

Mr. Clinger. The witness may answer the question. 

Mr. Podesta. I did not. I think that’s reflective of his state of 
mind at the time, frankly. 

Mr. Clinger. 'The gentleman’s time has expired. 

And the Chair now recognizes the gentlelady from New York, 
Mrs. Maloney for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. Maloney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to request that my opening statement be part of the 
record. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection, all opening statements will be 
made a part of the record. 

Mrs. l^LONEY. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been no less than five detailed reports 
on various aspects of this incident. I’d like to ask Inspector Smith 
if he read all five reports? 

Mr. Smith. No. 

Mrs. Maloney. Did you read any of them? 

Mr. Smith. Just mine. 

Mrs. Maloney. Which one? 

Mr. Smith. The one that I did. 

Mrs. Maloney. In your report or in any reports or in the testi- 
moiw you heard today, are you aware of any illegal or unethical 
conduct by a^ White House employee or anyone related to the 
White House Travel Office? 

Mr. Smith. As I stated, my investigation was only involved inter- 
nally with the FBI. It did not involve interviewing anyone from the 
White House. 

Mrs. Maloney. But are you aware, are you aware of any illegal 
or unethical activity by any White House employee? 

Mr. Smith. Based upon my report, no. 

Mrs. Maloney. I’d like to ask Mr. Podesta, did you read all five 
reports? 

Mr. Podesta. I didn’t review the IRS report. I don’t know wheth- 
er there is an IRS report. If there is, I have not reviewed it. But 
I have seen a redacted copy of the OPR report. I have reviewed 
GAO and I have seen the FBI report. 

Mrs. Maloney. In all the reports that you reviewed and the one 
that you wrote or was involved in, are you aware of any illegal or 
unethical activity by any White House employee or 

Mr. Podesta. Well, I am aware that one person has been in- 
dicted, but beyond that, no. 

Mrs. Maloney. Pardon me? 

Mr. Podesta. I am aware that one person has been indicted but 
beyond that the answer is no. 

Mrs. Maloney. But that was a prior, activities in a prior admin- 
istration. 

Mr. Podesta. Yes. 

Mrs. Maloney. But in the present administration? 



594 


Mr. PoDESTA. Well, he served into our administration. 

Mrs. Maloney. Are you aware — well, he was a holdover. He was 
a holdover from a prior 

Mr. PoDESTA. That’s correct. 

Mrs. Maloney. Are you aware in the present White House staff 
now working there, was there anything illegal or unethical conduct 
that you are aware of? 

Mr. Podesta. Not that I am aware of. 

Mrs. Maloney. Ms. Kingsbury, are you aware in the report that 
you have read, in your own report are you aware of any illegal or 
unethical activity with any White House employee? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Based on reading these reports certainly not. 
Based on any other sources of information, I do not have any such 
facts. And I may be the only person at the table that’s actually 
read them all. 

Mrs. Maloney. You read all of them. OK 

Mr. Shaheen, how many reports did you read of the five reports? 

Mr. Shaheen. I have read the White House, the Smith, I re- 
viewed the GAO. It was carefully reviewed in the office. I read my 
own carefully. I have not read the IRS report. 

Mrs. Maloney. Are you aware of any illegal or unethical activity 
by any member of the current White House staff? 

Mr. Shaheen. I am not aware of any illegal activity. I don’t know 
how one characterizes the failure to respond to a demand by the 
Department of Justice, from the Attorney General, promised by the 
President on the part of White House Counsel, to provide docu- 
ments that were relevant to an official review of the functions. I 
don’t know. I don’t know whether that violates the ethics or not. 

Mrs. Maloney. But you are not aware of any illegal activity? 

Mr. Shaheen. I am not aware of any illegal activity. 

Mrs. Maloney. Did any of the reports report on unethical activi- 
ties? 

Mr. Shaheen. I am sorry? 

Mrs. Maloney. Was there a specific finding in any of the reports 
as to pnethical activity? 

Mr.* S haheen. No. No. 

Mrs: Maloney. No. So in the reports that you read, there was 
no finding for illegal or unethical activity? 

Inspector Bell, how many reports did you read of the five re- 
ports: 

Mr. Bell. Of these five. I’ve read two, the GAO and of course our 
report. There also is a sixth report by the IG, Treasury Depart- 
ment. I have read that report also. I am not aware of any illegal 
or ethical misconduct in the reports that 1 read. 

Mrs. Maloney. My colleague mentioned earlier that, Ms. 
Kingsbury, you noted the White House management report 44 
times and in fact your report echoed many of the findings in the 
management report, and I was particularly pleased that they didn’t 
just make a scapegoat out of the little guys but actually criticized 
senior management, and in fact is it fair to say that it has been 
cited for its candor and for being refreshingly self-critical? 

Ms. Kingsbury. ’There were some citations at the time it was is- 
sued to that effect. I think it is fair to say while we cite the man- 
agement report, we are also, in some respects, critical of the man- 



595 


agement report in that it made statements to the effect that the 
problems, the financial management problems of the White House 
Travel Office had been fixed and when we issued our report, it was 
our jude^ent that that was an overstatement of what had been ac- 
complished at that point in time. 

So I can’t say that we — we used the management report without 
an appropriate sense of examination and judgment. In many cases 
of the use of the citation of the report, we had to rely on it because 
certain parties, notably including Harry Thomason and Darnell 
Martens, were not available for us to talk to, and consequently in 
order to tell the story in some kind of coherent way, I won’t say 
totally complete because we acknowledge it wasn’t, we would use 
factual information from the management report citing its source 
as our standards require us to do in order to tell a coherent story. 

Mrs. Maloney. Mr. Podesta, your management review did not 
simply criticize but came forward with specific corrective measures 
that you would like to be implemented. Would you go through what 
measures you implemented, what corrective steps did you take 
after this examination? 

Mr. Podesta. First, we instituted a policy with regard to what 
would happen, who should contact who when criminal activity was 
under review at the White House and set up a policy that rather 
than having a direct contact with the FBI that go through the 
White House Counsel to high-level people at the Justice Depart- 
ment. That was the first time such a policy was implemented. 

We reformed the policies on how the White House Press Office 
dealt with the FBI IVess Office, made clear that they could not au- 
thor any statements and that they could onlv release statements 
that were press releases of the FBI that had been previously re- 
leased by the FBI. We instituted a competitive bidding procedures, 
as I mentioned. We brought in American Express to handle the 
outside work for ticketing of White House employees. 

We reiterated the guidance that there was — ^there should never 
be from the White House a request for an audit of an individual 
taxpayer, even though that did not occur in this case, as I think 
the I^ has confirmed, and we have confirmed, and Treasury has 
confirmed, and Justice has confirmed, but we did, we underscored 
that point and I think we took some other corrective actions that 
were laid out in the report. 

Mr. Clinger. The lady’s time has expired, and the Chair now 
recognizes the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Scarborough, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. Scarborough. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank you 
for holding these important hearings, and I also thank our wit- 
nesses for sitting through some arduous questioning. This has to 
be about as exciting for all of you as the reports that you have told 
us you read. 

Mr. Podesta, I would like to follow up with some questioning that 
the chairman addressed your direction earlier this morning and 
just get a clarification. He had asked you several times earlier this 
morning whether Mr. Thomason refused to cooperate with your in- 
vestigation by refusing to be interviewed the second time by your- 
self or by your staff. 
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I didn’t hear any direct response other than to hear you say that 
an official at the White House had informed you that Mr. 
Thomason didn’t think too much of your investigation and there- 
fore wasn’t willing to sit for the second — second interview. 

My question— 3 have two questions; First of all, did Mr. 
Thomason refuse to cooperate in the investi^tion by you to be 
interviewed the second time by you or your stan? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Mr. Thomason did cooperate when we first were 
assigned to the matter and he did give us an interview at that 
time. Unfortunately, I guess from my perspective, at that time I 
didn’t know very much wout it. It was the first time that I — it was 
the first interview that we conducted and I had just been on the 
assignment for a short period of time. 

I tried to answer the chairman’s questions specifically. I think by 
the end there were some questions that we wanted to go back to 
Mr. Thomason on, but which, when I went back and looked at what 
those questions were, were immaterial, if you will, because they in- 
volve matters of allegations he had raised to Ms. Cornelius and Mr. 
Watkins and others that we concluded we would not include in the 
report under any circumstance. 

I did say that I didn’t think that he was happy with the direction 
of the report. That was my sense at the time. But I don’t think it’s 
fair to Mr. Thomason to say that he refused to cooperate, because 
I don’t think I asked him for a second interview. 

Mr. Scarborough. You don’t believe you asked him for a second 
interview? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I don’t believe I asked him for a second interview. 
He had retained counsel by then, and I believe that there was at 
least some Justice Department review of his activities at that time. 
But I don’t — I don’t recall and I don’t think that I asked him for 
a second interview. 

Mr. Scarborough. OK. 

You do have some notes that indicate that you did want a second 
interview just to follow up on that? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I tried to explain to you that after I went back and 
reviewed those notes, they really concerned matters, for the most 
part, that related to the aUegations that he had made. 

Mr. Scarborough. OK. 

Mr. PoDESTA. And we had concluded that we would not include 
those in the management review, to not do any further damage to 
the reputation of uie employees who were not — who did not have 
financial control of the office. 

Mr. Scarborough. So you never asked Mr. Thomason, your tes- 
timony today is you never asked Mr. Thomason 

Mr. PoDESTA. I don’t believe I asked him. 

Mr. Scarborough. Or any representative of Mr. 'Thomason for 
a second interview? 

Mr. PODESTA. Not that I recall. 

Mr. Scarborough. Not that you recall. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I don’t believe I talked to Mr. Bennett who was 
representing him at that time, and I am sure I didn’t call Mr. 
'Thomason directly. 

Mr. Scarborough. OK 
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Can you tell me what White House official let you know that Mr. 
Thomason had become displeased with your investigation? What of- 
ficials did you speak with at the time that told you that Harry 
Thomason didn’t like the manner in which your investigation was 
proceeding and therefore may not be interested in sitting down for 
a second interview? 

Mr. PODESTA. I don’t know that anyone specifically told me that. 

Mr. Scarborough. Do you recall anybody telling you that? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I can’t recall a specific conversation to that effect, 
and that’s why I stated it the way I did, which was it was my gen- 
eral impression. 

Mr. Scarborough. Would you have had any notes that would 
have suggested 

Mr. PODESTA. No. 

Mr. Scarborough. Obviously, he is a central player and if you 
had some follow-up questions for him or if you learned he was dis- 
pleased, obviously, this would be something that you would want 
to write down and to follow up on. But you don’t recall whether he 
refused. So your testimony today is, one, you don’t recall whether 
he ultimately refused that second 

Mr. PoDESTA. My testimony is I don’t believe 

Mr. Scarborough. If I could just follow up. And the second thing 
is you don’t recall in the White House who told you that Mr. 
Thomason was not pleased with your investigation. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I think you are mischaracterizing my testimony. 

Mr. Scarborough. Then let’s take it one at a time then. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I said that. A, I don’t believe that I called him. I’m 
certain of that, to ask him for a second interview. 

Mr. Scarborough. You are certain of that? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I am certain I did not call him. 

Mr. Scarborough. We went from you don’t believe, to you are 
certain. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I am certain that I did not call him. 

Mr. Scarborough. Or a representative of his. 

Mr. PODESTA. And ask for his 

Mr. Scarborough. Or a representative of his. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I said that I do not believe that I talked to Mr. 
Bennett. 

Mr. Scarborough. We are back to believe. And you understand 
why I’m trying to nail this down? 

Mr. PODESTA. Yeah, I understand your question. 

Mrs. Collins. A regular order, Mr. Chairman. He has a right to 
answer the question. 

Mr. Scarborough. Mr. Chairman, if you could tell the Ranking 
Member that I certainly understand regular order here. 'Those who 
live in glass houses shouldn’t throw stones. 

So you understand why I believe it’s important that we look into 
your investigation of perhaps one of the most central figfures here 
and why you didn’t follow up with investigation. And we go back 
from I am certain to I believe, I am certain to I believe. Do you 
underst^d the two questions that I pose to you? And I am not 
being difficult. I just want to get some clarification here. 

Mr. PoDESTA. 1 am trying to tell you what I remember. 

Mr. Scarborough. OK. 
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Mr. PoDESTA. I remember that I did not call him and ask for a 
second interview. I do not believe that I talked to Mr. Bennett. Mr. 
Bennett has a different recollection of that, maybe that would re- 
fresh my recollection, but I don’t think it would oecause I don’t be- 
lieve that I asked him for a second interview. That’s the best — 
that’s the best state of my knowledge at this point. 

Mr. Scarborough. OIL 

And second, you don’t recall who told you at the White House. 

Mr. PoDESTA. Second, I don’t recall specific conversations about 
that. 

Mr. Scarborough. OK 

Let me ask one more question regarding a July 2, 1993 press 
conference that Mack McLarty held, and he said that he met with 
each of the four reprimanded staffers individually about the rep- 
rimands and that they had emotional reactions to them. 

Did you know Mr. McLarty met with the four reprimanded em- 
ployees on July 2, 1993? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I’m sorry, I missed the question. 

Mr. Scarborough. OK 

Mr. McLarty held a press conference? 

Mr. PODESTA. Right. 

Mr. Scarborough. And said that they had met with the four 
reprimanded staffers individually about the reprimands and that 
they had had an emotional reaction to them, and what I am asking 
you because this certainly contradicts documentation that subse- 
quently came out, did you know Mr. McLarty had met with the 
four reprimanded employees before his press conference on July 2, 
1993? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I was aware that he had met with them. 

Mr. Scarborough. OK 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Kanjorski, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bell, I was curious, the Internal Revenue Service, how did 
you get into this to make a report of some sort; what happened? 

Mr. Bell. Based on the allegations of improper actions and ac- 
tivities that would influence the IRS in the conducting of our ac- 
tivities relative to these matters. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Did somebody make that allegation directly 
or 

Mr. Bell. No. There were allegations in public reports, press re- 
ports. There were congressional inquiries. 

Mr. Kanjorski. So as a result of what you read in the newspaper 
or heard from the press, you convened an Internal Revenue review 
or examination? 

Mr. Bell. Well, at the time of the public reports in the media 
regarding the misuse of IRS, allegations of misuse of IRS, that’s 
something that Inspection, in our responsibility in terms of the in- 
tegrity of the Internal Revenue Service, would get involved in. In 
addition, there were inquiries from Congress relative to the im- 
proper use of IRS in this matter. 

Mr. Kanjorski. And I understand that because as the chairman 
of an investigating committee in the 103d Congress on this very 
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issue — I’m sorry, the 102d Congress on this very issue, we often re- 
ceived information from the press, and that is part of my question 
probably to the whole panel. 

As I recall, some of the information was provided for us during 
the Reagan administration. There were several officials of high po- 
sition on the President’s staff that were entering into the importa- 
tion of automobiles. I think 24 or 20 Mercedes-Benz were flown 
back on Presidential planes, broc^t into this country and then 
sold in this country by these officials or given out as gifts. And I 
recall press statements and information that we received and link- 
ages from the White House itself in annoyance, that guests of the 
President and other individuals who would travel abroad with the 
President would bring back untaxed, un-Custom-paid gifts and 
huge amounts of fiir coats and other things. And I am curious 
whether these five agencies here, when you read that material and 
you see that material, are we — are we to assume here in Congress 
that somebody’s assuming there may be something wrong here and 
looking into it or doing some sort of an investigation? 

I’m very curious, after everything that transpired from 1989, 
1990, 1991, 1992 on travel. Office of the President and executive 
travel, that it wasn’t until the firing occurred, it wasn’t until the 
problem was cured that a new President decided he wasn’t going 
to have this rat’s nest, that we suddenly see the FBI involved, the 
GAO involved, the Office of Professional Responsibility involved 
and the Internal Revenue involved. Where were all your agencies 
and all you folks when the press has been telling us ftir coats, jew- 
elry, Mercedes-Benz cars, on a regular basis over 12 years were 
being brought illegally in the country and abuses were made? Did 
the IRS examine that? 

Mr. Bell. I can’t speak to what the IRS examined in those in- 
stances. But what I can speak to is where allegations are made 
that undermine the public confidence in the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice, it is our responsibility in the Inspection Service to conduct in- 
quiries, and if there is a predicate action, to go on with an inves- 
tigation. 

Mr. Kanjorski, Is there a potential of raising the question if top 
officials in the White House are bringing Mercedes-Benz cars back 
from foreign trips to Europe and are selling them in the United 
States, could that suggest to you that there may be failure to pay 
taxes or some violation of tax law? 

Mr. Bell. As it relates, again, my responsibility is internal secu- 
rity, and internal investigations within the IRS. If it was some- 
thing of allegations against the Internal Revenue Service employ- 
ees, yes. In the instance that you are alluding to, it is more in 
terms of a tax compliance issue and that’s something that I am not 
directly responsible for. 

Mr. Kanjorski. You are responsible for your employees that 
didn’t look into these things, aren’t you? I mean. I’m going to direct 
it to Mr. Shaheen there. 

Didn’t this sort of excite you in the Justice Department? 

Mr. Shaheen. Did it sort of excite me, was that the question? 

Mr. Kanjorski. Yeah. Of somebody not doing their job? 

Mr. Shaheen. Sure. 
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Mr. Kanjorski. Would you examine into these illegal import al- 
legations? 

Mr. Shaheen. If we receive allegations that someone is not en- 
forcing the criminal law and they are a Department employee, we 
look into it. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Did you read in the newspaper during the 
Reagan-Bush administration that high White House officials were 
flying Mercedes-Benz cars in, bringing fur coats and jewelry in the 
United States and not paying taxation on it? 

Mr. Shaheen. I did not. 

Mr. Kanjorski. You really didn’t. 

Mr. Shaheen. I really didn’t. 

Mr. Kanjorski. That is very interesting. 

How about the FBI, did you ever have any indication of what the 
wild shenanigans of the Travel Office of the President during the 
Reagan and Bush administration was? It was replete in news- 
papers, replete. I would show you one place where they spent 
$2,000 to take a limousine across the street to go to lunch. You 
guys never saw this? Or Mr. Sununu, $54,000 for a dental visit in 
New York City. You never saw any of this in the newspaper? 

Mr. Smith. I suppose to paraphrase a p-eat American, I only 
know what I read in the newspaper, but I don’t recall reading alle- 
gations of that nature, no. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Really. 

Mr. Shaheen. I did read about Mr. Sununu and his expenses. 

Mr. Kanjorski. You guys ever read concessional investigations? 
Could be very informative to the administrative a^ncies of the 
United States. Perhaps just look what we find out about, and one 
of the reasons I am raising a question here is I think this is a good 
hearing topic. I think it’s important to have accountability and find 
out what people in high office are doing. I don’t object with that. 

The problem that I object to is why are we narrowing the scope 
so much and not looking at the real rat’s nest that has existed for 
10, 12 years and would have continued to exist in the White House 
if this President £ind this administration didn’t read the news- 
papers, didn’t listen to congressional investictions, decided they’re 
not going to have all that, and cleared this up. That’s the only 
point I am trying to make. 

I ^eld back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Clinger. I thank the gentleman, yields back the balance of 
his time. 

And I would now recognize the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. 
Davis, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 

I suspect the reason so many Members haven’t heard about the 
items my friend from Pennsylvania talks about is they probably 
didn’t exist in the form that he has — ^he has said they would. 

Let me ask a few questions, and frankly, I am very tired of the 
Federal employee bashing that is going on here, intimating that 
things happened in the past, and these were career employees. 
'I^ey have been absolved of any wrongdoing sitting here. They 
were fired surreptitiously, as one of the employees’ daughters saw 
this on the television set, I think they are owed an apology by the 
administration that hasn’t been forthcoming. To hear some of the 
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comments from the other side of the aisle, I think it’s a real injus- 
tice on very hard-working civil servants. But let me ask a few ques- 
tions for the record. 

First of all, I understand there are Executive orders in Vince 
Foster’s Travel Office file that have not been provided to this com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Podesta is that accurate? 

Mr. Podesta. I don’t know answer to that. I have to seek guid- 
ance from my coimsel. 

Did you say Executive orders? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, Executive orders. 

Mr. Podesta. Well, the White House Counsel’s Office seems to 
have abandoned their former colleague. I don’t know if anybody’s 
here. I don’t know the answer to that. I’m not a current employee 
of the White House. 

Mr. Davis. You reviewed the file in 1994, is that correct? 

Mr. Podesta. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. And did you find any Executive orders at that point 
in the file? 

Mr. Podesta. Not that I recall. 

Executive orders? 

Mr. Davis. Right. 

Or draft Executive orders? 

Mr. Podesta. I don’t think so. But 

Mr. Davis. OK All right. That’s fine. 

Mr. Podesta. Mr. Davis, could I consult with counsel? 

Mr. Davis. Sure. 

I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania while the gentleman 
is consulting — excuse me, to my friend from Florida. 

Mr. Podesta. Mr. Davis, I have just been informed by counsel 
that there were draft Executive orders in Mr. Foster’s briefcase, is 
my understanding, now secondhand, that — ^but not in — but not in 
the Travel Office file. 

Mr. Davis. OK 

Mr. Podesta. And I take it that is as much as I know about. 

Mr. Davis. Were any of these items related to the Travel Office? 

Mr. Podesta. No. 

Mr. Davis. Were any related to ICAP? 

Mr. Podesta. No. 

Mr. Davis. Any related to the White House project? 

Mr. Podesta. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Davis. Do you know what they were related to? 

Mr. Podesta. No, I don’t, since I have never seen them. 

Perhaps you want to submit these questions for the record. 

Mr. Davis. I think we may want to do that. I had had a couple 
of questions. 

I would yield to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Mica. I appreciate you yielding just for a minute. 

Mr. Shaheen, I want to get back to one thing. We have heard 
comments about everyone being so forthcoming and how there has 
been great cooperation in this investigation. But as I recall earlier 
this morning, did you say that — and you had — I mean, you are part 
of the Office of ^ofessional Responsibility of the Department of 
Justice which has a really important oversight responsibility. 
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Did I hear you say this morning that you had never seen this 
level of noncooperation? 

Mr. Shaheen. I don’t think I put it with those words, but you 
captured the sense of my testimony — . 

Mr. Mica. 'Thank you. 

Mr. Shaheen. In that regard. 

Mr. Davis. I would reclaim my time. 

I want to move through some questions, if I could, very quickly, 
Mr. Podesta. 

Your interview notes of Lindsey read, Darnell came in and met 
with GrSA that morning. Don’t know how he got meeting, m^be 
Harry, I don’t know, I didn’t do didn’t do it. Lindsey said new GSA 
administrator soon, lay it out with them. How would Harry 
'Thomason arrange a meeting with Mr. Martens, any idea? 

Mr. Podesta. Mr. Davis, you went over that so fast I don’t think 
I have that document in front of me. I really couldn’t tell what you 
said. I couldn’t understand what you said. 

Mr. Davis. All right. 

You had some interview notes of Mr. Lindsey that read — and 
that’s not what’s in front of you. I have some others in front of you 
I am going to ask about. But that “Darnell came in and met with 
GSA tnat morning,” and then you had a comment, “don’t know how 
he got meeting. Maybe Hariy, I don’t know, I didn’t do it. Lindsey 
said new GSA administrator soon, lay it out with them.” 

Do you know how Mr. Thomason could have arranged a meeting 
for Mr. Martens, if he in fact did that? 

Mr. Podesta. First of all, I want to be clear about one thi:^ be- 
cause it comes back to the chairman’s opening statement. 'Tnose 
are not my notes. 

Mr. Davis. OK 

Mr. Podesta. But they are notes, they are work papers of the 
meeting. 

Mr. Davis. Thw were under your direction, is that right? 

Mr. Podesta. Since I — I am sensitive about that given the chair- 
man’s opening^statement. 

Mr. Davis. Do you know whose notes they might have been? 

Mr. Podesta. If I could see them, maybe I could tell you. 

Mr. Davis. Looks like a doctor from the writing on it. I think you 
had some notes in front of you, I think it’s the same person. 

Mr. Podesta. I think these are different. 

Mr. Davis. Let me go with another line, if I could. 

Let me refer you to Document 0044 and 0045. 

Mr. Podesta. Yeah. 

Mr. Davis. Notes on 0044, which I produce and give to you, notes 
of proposed questions by one of four White House staff involved in 
management review read, “Meeting with DM,” whom I assume is 
Damml Martens, “re: Federal fleet. Do anything for DM, call any- 
one, anything to help?” And then under 0045, a document which 
reads, “Bruce Lindsey PTS, DM ICAP project meet 4—7, 4—12 
memo, 4-26 memo, DM project to have financial and operational 
audit of Federal nonmilitary fleet, use TRM as consultant to WH,” 
which I assume is V^ite House. “What did BL do?” 

Were you aware of Bruce Lindsey assisting Harry Thomason and 
Darnell Marten in seeking these contracts? 
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Mr. PoDESTA. I was aware of Bruce Lindsey’s role which I would 
not describe as assistance on this project. 

Mr. Davis. All right, let me ask Ms. Kingsbury and Mr. Shaheen, 
Mr. Smith, any of you heard of any of Mr. Lindsey’s role, were you 
aware that? 

Ms. Kingsbury. No. 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Pretty critical to the area. None of your reports could 
have possibly covered that because you didn’t know anything about 
that. 

Mr. Smith. No. 

Mr. Davis. Is that a correct inquiry? 

Ms. Kingsbury the GAO report 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

And the gentleman — the Chair now recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio, Mr. LaTourette, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And Inspector Smith, I really wanted to get back and finish that 
conversation, which seemed like it happened hours ago, and it did 
happen hours ago. But so much has happened in-between that I 
think I need to address it for just a second, Mr. Podesta, are you 
a professor of criminal law now, per chance, in your private life? 

Mr. Podesta. No. 

Mr. LaTourette. Well, there has been a couple of references 
during the course of some questioning by the other side about a let- 
ter sent by the chairman that dealt with Brady v. Maryland. And 
Brady v. Maryland I am familiar with by being a former prosecutor 
because I was always accused by defense lawyers of violating the 
Brady rule. 

And basically the Brady rule is that if the Government has excul- 
patory material within its file and it doesn’t hand it over to the de- 
fense, what happens in the case of a conviction where the Govern- 
ment has sufficient proof to prove its case beyond a reasonable 
doubt before a judge or jury, tnat conviction can be overturned. It 
is one of those technicalities that drives people in the public at 
large wild but it protects the constitutional guarantees of all Amer- 
icans. 

And as I understood it, I didn’t understand Mr. Waxman’s point 
the first time because he sort of went right through it. But the sec- 
ond time he seemed to be accusing the ^airman of somehow being 
a defendant-coddling liberal for wanting the defense to have this 
information. 

I would say that the status of the record today is that in certain 
situations, since only you, Mr. Podesta, have had the opportunity 
to review the Vince Foster travel file of the five witnesses in front 
of us, and Mr. Shaheen’s observation that sometimes getting docu- 
ments out of the White House despite the rhetoric from the other 
side was akin to sending a dentist into a barnyard and asking him 
to extract teeth from a chicken, that the chairman should receive 
credit in this matter for making sure that should the case, when- 
ever it comes up in the next couple of davs, the Government be 
able to prove its case beyond a reasonable doubt to the satisfaction 
of a judge or jury — I believe Chairman Clinger has prevented the 
Government from stepping on itself collectively by making sure it 
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didn’t violate the Brady rule. And I would ask, Mr. Chairman, that 
unanimous consent that a copy of the Supreme Court decision of 
Brady v. Maryland be appended and made a part of this record so 
that those Members of ^is committee who seem to understand or 
believe they luiderstand what that case stands for may have the 
opportunity to read it and then get a clear understanding of the 
picture. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

Brady v . Maryland 

SYLLABUS 

CERTIORARI TO THE COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND. 

No. 490. Argued March 18-19, 1963. — Decided May 13, 1963. 

In aeparate trials in a Maryland Court, where the jury is the judge of both the 
law and the facta but the court passes on the admissibility of the evidence, peti- 
tioner and a companion were convicted of first-degree murder and sentenced to 
death. At his trial, petitioner admitted participating in the crime but claimed that 
his companion did the actual killing. In his summation to the jury, petitioner's coun- 
sel conceded that petitioner was guilty of murder in the first deme and asked only 
that the jury return that verdict ‘Srithout capital punishment.* Prior to the trial, 
petitioners counsel had requested the prosecution to allow him to examine the com- 
panion’s extrqjudidal statements. Several of these were shown to him; but one in 
which the companion admitted the actual killing was withheld by the prosecution 
and did not come to petitioner's notice until after he had been tried, convicted and 
sentenced and after his conviction ha had been aflirmed by the Maryland Court of 
Appeals. In a post-conviction proceeding, the Maryland Court of Appeals held that 
Buppresaion of the evidence by the prosecutor denied petitioner due process of law, 
and it remanded the case for a new trial of the question of punishment, but not the 
question of guilt, since it was the opinion that nothin^ in the suppressed confession 
Vould have recced [petitioner's] offense below muraer in the Turst degree.” Held: 
Petitioner was not denied a federal constitutional right when his new trial was re- 
stricted to the question of punishment; and the judgement is aflirmed. Pp. 84-81. 

(a) Suppression by the prosecution of evidence favorable to an accused who has 
requested it violates due process where the evidence is material either to ^ilt or 
to punishment, irrespective of the good faith or bad faith of the prosecution. Pp. 86- 
88 . 

(b) When the Court of Appeals restricted petitioner's new trial to he question of 
punishment, it did not deny him due process or equal protection of the laws under 
the Fourteenth Amendment, since the suppressed evidence was admissible only on 
the issue of punishment. Pp. 88-81. 

226 Md. 422, 174 A. 2d 167, aflirmed. 

OPINION OF THE COURT. 373. U.S. 83 

E. Clinton Bamberger, Jr. argued the cause for petitioner. With him on the brief 
was John Martin Jones, Jr. 

Thomas W. Jamison III, Special Assistant Attorney General of Maprland, argued 
the cause for respondent. With him on the brief were Thomas B. Finan, Attorney 
General, and Robert C. Murphy, Deputy Attorney General. 

Opinion of the Court by Mr. Justice Douglas, announced by Mr. Justice Bren- 
nan. 

Petitioner and a companion, Boblit, were found guilty of murder in the first de- 
gree and were sentenced to death, their convictions being affirmed by the Court of 
Appeals of I^tyland. 220 Md. 464, 154 A. 2d 434. Their trials were separate, peti- 
tioner being tried first. At his trial Brady took the stand and admitted his participa- 
tion in the crime, but he claimed that Boblit did the actual killing. And, in his sum- 
mation to the jury, Brad/s counsel conceded that Brady was guilty of murder in 
the first degree, asking only that the jury return that verdict “without capital pun- 
i^ment.” raor to the trim petitioner's counsel had requested the prosecution to 
allow him to examine Boblit’s extruudicial statements. Several of those statements 
were shown to him; but one dated July 9, 1958, in which Boblit admitted the actual 
homicide, was withheld by the prosecution and did not come to petitioner’s notice 
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until after he had been tried, convicted, and sentenced, and after his conviction had 
been aflirmed. 

Petitioner moved the trial court for a new trial based on the newly discovered evi- 
dence that had been suppressed by the prosecution. Petitioner’s appeal from a de- 
nial of that motion was msmissed by the Court of Appeals without prejudice to relief 
under the Maryland Post Conviction Procedure Art. 222 Md. 442, 160 A. 2d 912. 
The petition for post-conviction relief was dismissed by the trial court; and on ap- 
peal the Court of Appeals held that suppression of the evidence by the prosecution 
denied petitioner due process of law and remanded the case for a retrial of the ques- 
tion of guilt. 226 Md. 422, 174 A. 2d 167. The case is here on certiorari, 371 U.S. 
812.1 

The crime in question was murder committed in the perpetration of a robbery. 
Punishment for that crime in Maryland is life imprisonment or death, the jury being 
empowered to restrict the punishment to life by addition of the words “without cap- 
ital punishment.” 3 Md. Ann. Code, 1957, Art. 27, §413. In Maryland, by reason of 
the state constitution, the^iy in a criminal case are “the Judges of Law, as well 
as of fact.” Art. XV, §5. Tne question presented is whether petitioner was denied 
a federal ri^t when the Court of Appeals restricted the new trial to the question 
of punishment. 

We agree with the Court of Appeals the suppression of this confession was a viola- 
tion of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The Court of Appeals 
relied in the main on two decisions from the Third Circuit Court of Appeals — United 
States ex rel. Almeida v. Baldi, 195 F. 2d 815, and United States ex rel. Thompson 
V. Dye, 221 F. 2d 763 — which, we agree, state the correct constitutional rule. 

The ruling is an extension of Mooney v. Holohan, 294 U.S. 103, 112, where the 
Court ruled on what nondisclosure by a prosecutor violates due process; 

“It is a requirement that cannot be deemed to be satisfied bt more notice and 
hearing if a State has contrived a conviction through the pretense of a trial 
which in truth is but used as a means of depriving a defendant of liberty 
through a deliberate deception of court and jury by the presentation of testi- 
naony Known to be perjured. Such a contrivance by a State to procure the con- 
viction and imprisonment of a defendant is as inconsistent with the rudi- 
mentary demands of justice as is the obtaining of a like result by intimidation.” 

In V. Kansas, 317 U.S. 213, 215-216, we phrased the rule in broader terms: 

Petitioner's papers are inexpertly drawn, but they do set forth allegations 
that his imprisonment resulted from perjured testimony, knowingly usedby the 
State authorities to obtain his conviction, and from the deliberate suppression 
by those same authorities of evidence favorable to him. These allegations sufli- 
ciently charge a deprivation of rights guaranteed by the Federal Constitution, 
and, if proven, would entitle petitioner to release from his present custody. 
Moon^ V. Holohan, 294 U.S. 103.” 

The Third Circuit in the Baldi case construed that statement in Pyle v. Kansas 
to mean that the “suppression of evidence favorable” to the accused was itself suffi- 
cient to amount to a aenial of due process. 195 F. 2d, at 820. In Napue v. Illinois, 
360 U.S. 264, 269, we extended the test formulated in Mooney v. Holohan when we 
said: “The same result obtains when the State, although not soliciting false evi- 
dence, allows it to go uncorrected when it appears." And see Alcorta v. Texas, 355 
U.S. 28; Vfilde v. Wyoming, 362 U.S. 607. Cf. Durley v. Mayo, 351 U.S. 277, 285 
(dissenting opinion). 

We now hold that the suppression by the prosecution of evidence favorable to an 
accused upon request violates due process where the evidence is material either to 
guilt or to punishment, irrespective of the good faith or bad faith of the prosecution. 

The principle of Mooney v. Holohan is not punishment of society for misdeeds of 
a prosecutor but avoidanre of an unfair trial to the accused. Society wins not only 
when the guilty ore convicted but when criminal trials are fair; our system of the 


1 Neither party su^esta that the decision below is not a “final judgement" within the meaning 
of 28 U.S.C. j 1267(3) and no attack on the reviewability of the lower court’s judghient could 
be successfully maintained. For the general rule that “Final judgment in a criminal case means 
sentence. The sentence is the judgment" (.Berman v. United States, 302 U.S. 211, 212) cannot 
be applied here. If in fact the Fourteenth Amendment entiUes petitioner to a new trial on the 
imue of guilt as well as punishment the ruling below bas seriously prejudiced him. It is the 
right to a trial on the issue of guilt “that presents a serious and unsettl^ question" (Cohen v. 
Beneficial Loan Corp., 337 U.s7 641, 547) that “is fundamental to the further conduct of the 
case" (United States v. General Motors Corn., 323 U.S. 373, 377). This question is “independent 
of, and unaffected by" (Badio Station WOW v. Johnson, 326 U.S. 120, 126) what may transpire 
in a trial at which petitioner can receive only a life imprisonment or death sentence. It cannot 
be mooted by such a proceeding. Sec Largent v. Texas. 318 U.S. 418, 421-422. Cf. Local No. 
438 V. Curry, 371 U.S. 642, 649. 
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administration of justice suffers when aiw accused is treated unfairly. An inscrip- 
tion on the walls of the Department of Justice states the proposition candidly for 
the federal domain: ‘The United States wins its point whenever justice is done its 
citizens in the courts.”^ A prosecution that withholds evidence on demand of an ac- 
cused which, if made available, would tend to exculpate him or reduce the penalty 
helps shape a trial that bears heavily on the defen^nt. That casts the prosecutor 
in the role of an architect of a proceeding that does not comport with standards of 
justice, even though, as in the present case, his action is not The result of guUe,’ 
to use the words of the Court of Appeals. 226 Md., at 427, 174 A.2d, at 169. 

The question remains whether petitioner was denied a constitutional right when 
the Court of Appeals restricted his new trial to the question of punishment. In jus- 
tification of that ruling the Court of Appeals stated: 

There is considerable doubt as to how much good Boblit’s undisclosed confes- 
sion would have done Brady if it had been before the jury. It clearly implicated 
Brady as being the one who wanted to strangle the victim, Brooks. Boblit, ac- 
cording to this statement, also favored killing him, but he wanted to do it by 
shooting. We cannot put ourselves in the place of the ^ry and assume what 
their views would have been as to whether it did or did not matter whether it 
was Brady’s hands or Boblit’s hands that twisted the shirt about the victim’s 
neck. . . . [I]t would be *100 dogmatic’ for us to say that the jury would not 
have attached aiw simificance to this evidence in considering the punishment 
of the defendant Braefy. 

‘Tlot without some doubt, we conclude that the withholding of this particular 
confession of Boblit’s was prejudicial to the defendant Brady. . . . 

“T^e appellant’s sole claim of prejudice goes to the punishment imposed. If 
Bohlifs withheld confession had been before the juty, nothing in it could have 
reduced the appelant Brady’s offense below murder in the first degree. We there- 
fore, see no occasion to retry that issue.” 226 Md., at 420-430, 174 A. 2d, at 
171. (Italics added.) 

If this were a jurisdiction where the juiy was not the judge of the la>^ a different 
question would ne presented. But since it is, how can the Maryland CouK of Ap- 
peals state that notning in the suppressed confession could have reduced petitioners 
offense “telow murder in the first degree”? If, as a matter of Maryland law, juries 
in criminal cases could determine the admissibiliW of such evidence on the issue of 
innocence or guilt, the question would seem to be foreclosed. 

But Maiyland's constitutional provision making the jury in criminal cases ‘i.he 
Judges of law” does not mean precisely what it seems to say.® The present status 
of that provision was reviewed recently in Giles v. State, Md. 370, 183 A. 2d 
359, appeal dismissed, 372 U.S. 767, where the several exceptions, added by statute 
or carved out by judicial construction, are reviewed. One of those exceptions, mate- 
rial here, is that "TVial courts have always passed and still pass upon the admissi- 
bility of evidence the jury may consider on the issue of the innocence or guilt of the 
accused.” 229 Md., at 383, 183 A. 2d, at 366. The cases cited make up a long line 
going back nearly a century. Wheeler v. State, 42 Md. 663, 670, stated that instruc- 
tions to the jury were advisory only, “except in regard to questions as to what shall 
be considered evidence.” And the court “Tiaving such right, it follows of course, that 
it also has the right to prevent counsel from arguing against such an instruction.” 
Bell V. State, 57 Md. 108, 120. And see Beard v.StaU, 71 Md. 276, 280, 17 A. 1044, 
1046; Dick v. State, 107 Md. 11, 21 68 A. 286, 290. Cf. Vogel v. State, 163 Md. 267, 
162 A. 706. 

We usually walk on treadierous ground when we explore state law,* for state 
courts, state agencies, and state legislature are its final expositors under our federal 
regime. But, as we read the Marjdand decisions, it is the court, not the jury, that 
passes on the “admissibility of evidence” pertinent to “the issue of the innocence or 
guilt of the accused.” Giles v. State, supra. In the present case a unanimous Court 
of Appeals has said that nothing in the in the suppressed confession “could have 


a Judge Simon E. SobelofT when Solicitor General put the idea as follows in an address before 
the Judicial Conference of the Fourth Circuit on June 29, 1954: "^e ^icitor General is not 
a neutral, he is an advocate; but an advocate for a client whose businesa is not merely to prevail 
in the instant case. My client’s chief business is not to achieve victory but to establish justice. 
We are constantly reminded of the new classic wcrds penned by one of my illustrious prede- 
cesaoia, Frederick William Lehmann, that the Government wins its point when justice is done 


in its courts.” _ „ . „ 

®Soe Dennis, Maryland’s Antique Constitutional Them, 92 U. Of Pa. L. Rev. 34, 39, 43: Pres- 
cott, Juries as Judges of the Law: Should the Practice be Continued, 60 Md. St Bar Assn. Kept. 


246 263—254. 

* tor one unhappy incident of recent vintage see Oklahoma Packing Co. v. Oklahoma Gas A 
Electric Co., 309 U.S. 4, that replaced an earlier opinion in the same case, 309 U.S. 703. 
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reduced the appellant Brady’s olTense below murder in the first degree.” We read 
that statement as a ruling on the admissibility of the confession on we issue of in- 
nocence or guilt. A sporting theory of justice mi^t assume that if the suppressed 
confession had been used at the first trial, the judge’s ruling that it was not admis- 
sible on the issue of innocence or guilt. A sporting theory of justice might assume 
that if the suppressed confession had been used at the first trial, the judge’s ruling 
that it was not admissible on the issue of innocence or guilt might have been flouted 
by the jury just as might have been done if the court had first admitted a confession 
and then stricken it from the record." But we cannot raise that trial strategy to the 
dignity of a constitutional ri^t and say that the deprial of this defendant of that 
sporting chance through the use of a bifurcated trial (cf. Williams v. New York, 337 
U.S. 241) denies him due process or violates the Equal Protection Clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment. 

Affirmed. 


Separate opinion of Mr. JusrriCE WHITE. 

1. The Maryland Court of Appeals declared, “The suppression or withholding by 
the State of material evidence exculpatory to an accused is a violation of due proc- 
ess” without citing the United States (institution or the Maryland Constitution 
which also has a due piticess clause. * We therefore cannot be sure which Constitu- 
tion was invoked by the court below and thus whether the State, the only parly ag- 
grieved by this portion of the judgment, could even bring the issue here if it desired 
to do so. See New York City v. Central Savings Bank, 306 U.S. 661; Minnesota v. 
National Tea Co., 309 U.S. 551. But in any event, there is no cross-petition by the 
State, nor has it challenged the correctness of the ruling below that a new trial on 
puni^ment was called for by the requirements of due process. In my view, there- 
fore, the Court should not reach the due process question which it decides. It cer- 
tainly is not the case, as it may be suggested, that without it we would have only 
a state law question, for assuming the court below was correct in finding a violation 
of petitioner’s rights in the suppression of evidence, the federal question he wants 
decided here still remains, namely, whether denying him a new trial on guilt as well 
as punishment deprives him of equal protection. I^ere is thus a federal question 
to deal with in this court, cf. Bell v. Hood, 327 U.S. 678, wholly aside from the due 
process question involving the suppression of evidence. The majority opinion makes 
this unmistakably clear. Before dealing with the due process issue it says, “^e 
question presented is whether petitioner was denied a federal right when the Court 
of Appeals restricted the new trial to the question of punishment.* A^r discussing 
at some length and disposing of the suppression matter in federal constitutionru 
terms it says the question still to be decided is the same as it was before; “The ques- 
tion remains whether petitioner was denied a constitutional ri^t when the (Jourt 
of Appeals restricted his new trial to the question of punishment.” 

The result, of course, is that the due process discussion by the Court is wholly 
advisory. 

2. In any event the Court’s due process advice goes substantially beyond the hold- 
ing below. I would employ nure confming language and would not cast in constitu- 
tional form a broad rule of criminal discovery. Instead, I would leavethis task, at 
least for now, the rule-making or legislative process alter lull consideration by legis- 
lators, bench, and bar. 

3. I concur in the Court’s disposition of petitioner's equal protection argument. 

Mr. Justice Harian, whom Mr. Justice Black joins, dissenting. 

I think this case presents only a single federal question: did the order of the 
Maryland Court of Appeals granting a new trial, limited to the issue of punishment, 


"*In the matter of confesnions a hybrid situation exists. It is the duty of the Court to deter- 
mim Irom the proof, usually taken out of the presence of the jury, if they were freely and volun- 
tarily made, etc., and admiasible. If admitted, the jury is entitled to hear and consider proof 
of the circumstances surrounding their obtention, the better to determine their weight and suffi- 
ciency. The fact that the Court admits them clothes them with no presumption for the jury’s 
purpose that Uict are either true or were freely and voluntarily made. However, aft^ a confes- 
sion has been admitted and rrad to the jupr the judge may change his mind and strike it out 
of the record. Does he strike it out of the jury’s mind?" Dennis, Maryland’s Antique Constitu- 
tional Thorn, 92 U. of Pa. L. Rev. 34, 39. See also Betl v. State, supra, at 120; Vogel v. State. 
163 Md., at 272, 162 A., at 706-707. 

•Md. Const, Art. 23; Home Utilities Co., Inc. v. Reuere Copper & Brass, Inc., 209 Md. 610, 
122 A. 2d 109; Raymond v. State, 192 Md. 602, 66 A. 2d 28^ County Comm*rs of Anne Arundel 
County V. English, 182 Md. 614, 36 A. 2d 136; Oursler v. Tawes, 178 Md. 471, 13 A. 2d 763. 
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violate petitione/a Fourteenth Amendment right to equal protection? ‘ In my opin- 
ion an aflirmative answer would be required if the Bobht statement would have 
been admissible on the issue of guilt at petitioner’s original trial. This indeed seems 
to be the clear implication of this Court’s opinion. 

The Court, however, holds that the Fourteenth Amendment was not infringed be- 
cause it considers the Court of Appeals’ opinion, and the other Maryland cases deal- 
ing with Maryland’s constitutional provision makit^ juries in criminal cases “the 
JudKB of Law, as well as of fact,” as establishing that the Jfoblit statement would 
not have been admissible at the ori^al trial on the issue of petitioner's guilt. 

But I caimot read the Court of Appeals’ opinion with any such assurance. That 
opinion can as easily, and perhaps more easily, be read as indicating that the new 
trial limitation fallowed from the Court of Appeals’ conc^t of its power, ua<ter 
§646G of the Manland Post Conviction Procedure Act, Md. Code, Art. 27 (19M 
Cum. Supp.) and Rule 870 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure, to fashion appro- 
priate relief meeting the peculiar circumstances of this case,^ rather than from the 
view that the Boblit statement would have been relevant at the origmal trial only 
on the issue of punishment. 226 Md., at 430, 174 A. 2d, at 171. ’This interpretation 
is indeed fortifled by the Court of Appeals’ eariier general discussion as to the ad- 
missibility of third-par^ confessions, which falls short of saying anything that is 
dispositive of the crucial issue here. 226 Md., at 427-429, 174 A. £l, at 170.^ 

Nor do I find anything in any of the other Maryland cases cited by the court (ante, 
p. 89) which bears on the admissibility uel non of the Boblit statement on the issue 
of guilt. None of these cases suggests anything more relevant here titan that a jury 
may not “overrule’’ the trial court on questions relating to the admissibility of evi- 
dence. Indeed they are by no means clear as to what happens if the jury in fact 
undertakes to do so. In this very case, for example, the trial court charged that “in 
the final analysis the ju^ are the iudges of both the law and the facts, and the ver- 
dict in this case is enbrefy the juiys responsibility.” (Emphasis added.) 

Moreover, uncertainty on this score is compounded by the State’s acknowledgment 
at the oral argument here that the withheld Boblit statement would have been ad- 
miaaihle at the trial on the issue of guilt.'* 

In this state of uncertain^ as to the proper answer to the critical underlying issue 
of state law, and in view of the fact that the Oourt of Appeals did not in terms ad- 
dress itself to the equal protection question, I do not see how we can properly re- 
solve ^8 case at this juncture. I think the appropriate course is to vacate the judg- 
ment of the State Court of Appeals and remand the case to that court for further 
consideration in li^t of the governing constitutional principle stated at the outset 
of this opinion. Cf. Minnesota v. National Tea Co., 309 U.S. 551. 

Mr. LaTourette. That being said, I want to go back to you, Mr. 
Shaheen, because there has been some observation again nrom the 
other side that we have wasted a day here and, gosh, we read all 
the reports, nothing new came out, no crimes were committed, no 
ethical standards were violated. And in preparing for a hearing, I, 
anyway, look for a couple of things, and one of the things that 
struck me was your memo to, I believe, your supervisors or superi- 
ors Aat indicated you were stunned — and that has been covered, 
and I don’t want to cover it again— by the fact that the Vince Fos- 


*I Agree with my Brother WHITS that there is no neoeesity for deciding in this case the broad 
due prooess qumtiont with which the Court deals at pp. 86-68 of its opinion. 

*S«Kdion 646G provides in pari: If the court finds in favor of the petitioner, it shall enter 
an appropriate order with respect to the judgment or sentence in the former proceedings, and 
any supiAementaty orden as to reamignment, retrial, custody, bail, discharge, correction of 
sentence, or other matters that may br necessary and proper.’ Rule 870 provides that the Court 
rf Appeals “win either afiJrai or reverse the iui^ment form which Uie appeal was taken, or 
direct the manner in which it shall be modified, changed or amended.* 

» It is mHewoithy that the Court of Appeals did not indicate that it was limiting in any way 
the autiwrify at Day v. State. 196 Md. 38i 76 A. 2d 729. In that case two defendants were joint- 
ly tzied and convicted of fdony murder. Bach admitted partidplii^ in the feioiqr but accused 
Uie other of Oie homieide. On appeal of the defendante attacked the trial court’s denial a sev- 
erance, and the State argued that neither defendant was harmed by the statements put in evi- 
dence at the joint trial brause admission of the felony amounted te admiasian of guilt of felony 
murder. Nevertheless the Court of Appeals (bund an abuse or discretion and or d ere d separate 
new trials on sdl issues. ... 

“In reaponae to a question ftum the bench as to whether BobKt^s abatement, hod it been of- 
fered at petitioiHw's original trial, would have been admissible for all purpooea, counsel for the 
State, alter some colloquy, stated; “It would have been, yes.’ 
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ter file was somehow 2 years in coming, wasn’t made available to 
you. 

But something else that I looked at in preparing for this hearing, 
and I’d like you to comment on it, whether I have been given baa 
dope or what the case is, but I was told that during preparation 
for this hearing, you advised that your office, and you in particular, 
were close to going to the Attorney General to request a full-blown 
investigation into possible obstruction of justice by the White 
House in this investigation; is that accurate, or was I misled? 

Mr. Shaheen. We were going to go to the Attorney General and 
tell her of our concerns that the Vmite House was being obstruc- 
tionist, but then Mr. Fiske was appointed and we briefed him in 
detail, in great detail 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

Mr. Shaheen [continuing]. On this matter, and passed it on to 
him. 

Mr. LaTourette. So the appointment of a Special Prosecutor, at 
least in your mind or as far as your office was concerned, then obvi- 
ated the need to ask DOJ to look into it. 

Mr. Shaheen. He subsumed our investigative arena. The memo 
to Mr. Margolis, I might add, was a memo to a man who already 
had one encounter witn Mr. Nussbaum in which he essentially tes- 
tified that he got rolled by Mr. Nussbaum when he was going over 
to do the investigation of Mr. Foster’s — do the inventory of Mr. Fos- 
ter’s office. 

Mr. LaTourette. And I believe — and I don’t remember whose re- 

{ )ort this was in, maybe yours, Mr. Podesta, when Mr. Nussbaum 
inally indicated where the Foster file was, it was in some file cabi- 
net imder “T’ for travel. 

Didn’t somebody write that in a report someplace? 

No? 

I would suggest maybe it should have been filed under “O” for 
obstruction. 

Mrs. Thurman. Mr. Chairman, for the record, could they say no 
instead of just shaking their heads so that it’s — so that we know 
that’s in the record? 

Mr. Clinger. Yes. 

Let the record show that the answer was no. 

Mr. LaTourette. Inspector Smith, now in the time remaining, I 
would like to get back to you. 

Where we left off was the fact that on the 13th of May there was 
a discussion between Ms. Cornelius, two special agents of the FBI, 
wherein her concerns about the Travel Office were revealed. I 
asked you, I believe when I ended, did she reveal during that con- 
versation she was the President’s third cousin? You said no? 

Did she reveal that she had written a memo on February the 
15th saying how she would like to take over the Travel Office? No? 

As a result of that conversation, isn’t it an accurate conversation 
that the FBI changed its position about we can’t give advice to now 
they believe that there was predication for the FBI to be involved 
in an investigation of the Travel Office? 

Mr. Smith, At the time of the conversation with Ms. Cornelius — 
this, of course, had followed conversations with both Mr. Kennedy 
and Mr. Foster. The comments made by the FBI personnel were 
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that there appeared to be sufficient predication for an investiga- 
tion, however, that they would defer a final decision until after con- 
sultation with Department of Justice. 

Mr. LaTourette. ok. 

And we were talking a little bit about credibility, and certainly 
not only do you have to have some hint that a Federal crime is — 
under the FBFs jurisdiction is involved, but you have to have credi- 
ble information. I would assume that based upon those discussions, 
you — the FBI was in a position to believe that it was cutting closer 
to that, we have some credible information upon which to begin an 
investigation. Is that fair statement? 

Mr. Smith. That’s correct. Because you had — there had been con- 
versations with at least three White House employees in respon- 
sible positions. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

And, Mr. Podesta, going back to you for just a second, because 
you have had the luxury of reviewing Mr. Foster’s travel file, Mr. 
Foster made extensive notes about the issue of credibility in this 
matter and whether or not Ms. Cornelius was credible in fact, and 
I think that this actually helped the White House, and he reached 
the conclusion that she was credible based upon discussions he had 
among folks within the White House; would you agree with that 
characterization? 

Mr. Podesta. I think Ms. Cornelius is credible as to her knowl- 
edge and she — I have interviewed her. I don’t know if anybody else 
here has. Maybe Ms. Kingsbury has. I think she is credible with 
regard to facts. I think I would question whether from the facts she 
is credible on the question of the conclusions she drew. 

Mr. LaTourette. I am sorry, the last part? 

Mr. Podesta. Sometimes the conclusions she drew. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

In his — and I hope I can squeeze this in, I am going to give it 
my best shot. In his notes he says with regard to allegations of 
high lifestyles and other things going on in the 'Travel Office that 
there may be plausible explanation, and Vince Foster writes “plau- 
sible explanation” all over his paper. Plausible explanation con- 
notes to me that you go to the people and ask, “Hey, what is the 
deal?” No one on this panel interviewed anyone in the Travel Of- 
fice, the seven employees, prior to the termination. Am I correct in 
that? 

Mr. Podesta. Prior to the termination — I did not interview them 
prior to the termination. And after their termination, I was asked 
by the Justice Department not to interview them. 

Mr. LaTourette. Prior to, no one in the White House. 

Mr. Podesta. Prior to the termination, I believe no one in the 
White House interviewed them with respect to those questions. 

Mr. LaTourette. Asked them if they had a plausible expla- 
nation? 

Mr. Podesta. And Mr. Foster was noting on that piece of paper 
that there could be a plausible explanation. So I think he was 
being rather cautious, and he should be commended for that. 

Mr. La'Tourette. Absolutely. 

Mr. Clinger. 'The gentleman’s time has expired. 
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The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. 
Gutknecht, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Gutknecht. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to have a document given to Mr. Podesta, and while 
that’s given to him, I want to ask a couple of questions of Mr. Bell. 

For the record, do we know who it is that is sitting at the imme- 
diate ri^t to Mr. Bell? 

Mr. Beix. It was in my opening statement, the Acting Assistant 
Chief Counsel for Disclosure Litigation, John Cummings. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Thank you. 

I want to go back to one of the comments you made, Mr. Bell, 
that this was purely an internal IRS audit. Can you explain to this 
committee why on May 21, 1993, three agents of the IRS arrived 
at UltrAir, the carrier used by the old Travel Office staff* in Ten- 
nessee, with a summons in hand to perform an unannounced 
audit? Was that just a pure coincidence? 

Mr. Bell. I would like to be able to answer that question. Unfor- 
tunately — 

Mr. Gutknecht. Well, answer this question. Is that a fact? 

Mr. Bell. I have the same problem under 6103 in answering 
that question. 

Mr. Gutknecht. I would like to know an explanation as to why 
we can’t know whether in fact they were audited. 

Mr. Bell. Section 6103 of the Internal Revenue Code prohibits 
us from discussing issues involving particular taxpayers without a 
taxpayer’s consent that allows us — in a public forum — to disclose 
information. That was in my opening statement relative to my in- 
ability to discuss in open session any tax matters related to the in- 
vestigation of the White House matters. 

Mr, Gutknecht. So you don’t know whether there was an audit, 
or you just won’t tell us? 

Mr. Bell. I can’t confirm or deny any specific questions relative 
to tax matters. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Mr. Chairman, I do hope we can get to the bot- 
tom of this and get it on the record, because we have been told that 
there was no pressure to do external audits on individuals, and it 
seems to me to be an unbelievable coincidence that that happened. 

I should also note as far as the information that we have cur- 
rently available that the result of that audit was that Mr. Charles 
Caudle, the prior president of UltrAir, received a $5,000 refund 
from the IRS. Now, maybe that is not true, but we can get to the 
bottom of that. 

I want to go to Mr. Podesta. I have had distributed to you a copy 
of some handwritten notes. Can you tell us whose handwritten 
notes those are and who wrote the notes? 

Mr. Podesta. Bear with me for a second. I believe they are 
Dwight Holton’s. 

Mr. Gutknecht. These are apparently from a meeting which in- 
volved someone by the named or Todd. 

Who would Todd be? 

Mr. Podesta. Todd Stern, my deputy who assisted me in the 
preparation of this report. 

Mr. Gutknecht. And he was operating on your behalf? 

Mr. Podesta. We did the investigation together. 
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Mr. Gutknecht. Were you familiar with these notes when you 
wrote the report? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I don’t know that I went back and reviewed the 
notes. But I believe I sat in the interview. 

Mr. Gutknecht. You were in on the interview. 

Mr. PoDESTA. Yes. JP is John Podesta. 

Mr. Gutknecht. He doesn’t have the best penmanship, but this 
is a very interesting — and if I could, Mr. Chairman, I do want to 
submit this for the record. It is page 0230. 

As a matter of fact, I would request unanimous consent to have 
put into the record pages 0227 through 0230. But let me just 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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Mr. Gutknecht. Let me just read some of the line of questioning 
here and the responses. “Did you talk to Ricky about this?” 

Who would Ricky be? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Rickv Seidman. 

Mr. Gutknecht. And then the answer is, “just happened to be 
there when I met with Nick.” 

Who would Nick be? 

Mr. PODESTA. It’s Mack. It would be Mack McLarty. 

Mr. Gutknecht. That would be Mack McLarty? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Yeah. But it’s not Nick, it’s Mack. 

Mr. Gutknecht. OK Well, that’s even more interesting. 

And JP says there was stuff about horse races, race horses, et 
cetera. “Did you hear the rumor?” The answer is “yes.” “Any evi- 
dence?” “No.” “From where? Inside or out?” 'The answer is inside. 

“You didn’t know before they were fired?” And the answer is “not 
before that week.” 

“So why?” And then I think it says “memo.” I am not sure what 
memo we are talking about here. 

Mr. PODESTA. I can’t 

Mr. Gutknecht. You go on down the page and this is interest- 
ing, too. “What was Harris hurry?” 

i^o is Harry we are talking about? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Thomason. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Hairy. 

Mr. PoDESTA. Harry 'Inomason. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Harry Thomason is the person we were talking 
about here. “Don’t really know. He agreed with me that” — can you 
fill us in, “that” what? 

Mr. PoDESTA. Well, the note ends, but I believe Mr. Eller was 
one of the persons — people at — seeking swift action in this matter. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Anybody else that you 

Mr. PoDESTA. Which we criticized him for in our management re- 
port, and I think it probably relates to that. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Then the question is anybody else included that 
you know of, and the answer was no. 

But this is where it gets very interesting, Mr. Chairman. “Did 
you keep any docs?” And I assume that means documents. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I assume, I think that’s correct. 

Mr. Gutknecht. And the answer is “threw them away.” 

Now, the next question wasn’t why did you throw them away, 
this could be subject to a criminal investigation. The next question 
was “any E-mail?” And the answer was no. And then “any con- 
versations with Bruce?” 

Who would Bruce be? 

Mr. Podesta. Lindsey. 

Mr. Gutknecht. And then the next question is “give him any- 
thing, like Marten’s memo?” “Maybe, he was on a trip.” 

This strikes me — and I’m not an attorney, and perhaps I should 
turn to one of the representatives of the FBI, but it seems to me 
that if there’s documents destroyed and that you knew about it and 
it did not get reported to the FBI who was doing investigations, 
that seems to be rather unusual, doesn’t it? And perhaps I should 
talk — ^Mr. Shaheen, does that bother you? 
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Mr. Shaheen. I’d have to know more of the context, Congress- 
man. Maybe Mr. Smith is more familiar with it, but I have to know 
more of the context in which this took place. 

Mr. Gutknecht. But you had maae formal requests for docu- 
mentation; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Shaheen. That’s correct. 

Mr. Gutknecht. And right here we know now that the docu- 
ments were destroyed. Did you know that before this meeting 
today? 

Mr. Shaheen. No. No, sir. 

Mr. Gutknecht. OK. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. And I now rec- 
ognize the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Souder, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Souder. I first want to make — and, I once again, apologize 
for my loud Notre Dame voice that’s now disappeared, and I want 
to make a brief comment on Mr. Kanjorski’s points. And I person- 
ally don’t know and I don’t think many of us here know whether 
or not the employees, may have been reinstated, have practiced 
mismanagement in the past. 

I know the House banking system certainly was not practicing 
the correct procedures and I think many of the steps to clean that 
operation up are commendable and I think we ought to be looking 
at cleaning up all the government operations that are done slop- 
pily. However, this investigation today, which he’s also said was 
worthwhile, is more on how it’s been handled. And, quite frankly, 
isn’t going to do it. 

I see constantly in these reports and in listening to things like 
it was unfortunate the appearance of things going wrong. Quite 
frankly, the American people aren’t stupid. The bottom line is this; 
that after the election, a friend of the President, a friend of the 
President’s wife, big friends, start proceedings that say that they’re 
interested in trying to get contracts, which while they may not 
have been much money were certainly very prestigious. They go in 
effect on a witch-hunt and Ms. Cornelius started sneaking around 
the office. 

It’s been stated that she tried to copy numerous documents and 
was afraid about getting caught. That isn’t the way you do inves- 
tigations. The White House has the power to do an appropriate in- 
vestigation if they suspect fraud. In this case, it was a person who 
had a vested interest and had done a memo that was interested in 
replacing it and, ouite frankly, sometimes in witch hunts you may 
find things, and tney may have found things, but the bottom line 
is the American people can fig^ure out what initiated this investiga- 
tion. It is an abuse of power, that we have the friend of the Presi- 
dent’s wandering around the White House, uncertain on what cre- 
dentials and refusing to answer from different reports as to what 
kind of credentials they were. 

The FBI has announced at a press conference that they’re inves- 
tigating. 'They say that that was a mistake, and then they proceed 
to investigate. The IRS says it didn’t get any pressure, but we find 
out that tne IRS has investigated the person who heads the com- 
pany and it may have been coincidental and maybe they picked it 
up from the press, but this is a lot of coincidences. We find that 
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the staff from 9 to 33 years of service gets fired and then rein- 
stated. We find that the friend of Bill’s gets the first contract with- 
out bidding, which is more than just appearances here. At this 
point this starts to become a pattern. 

There’s bad press so that’s reversed. There’s questions whether 
the American Express contract was also bidded. 'Then we find out 
a year later that there’s been a Foster file, under the table, not on 
it, so it wasn’t given. And I did have one other question for Mr. 
Shaheen on that. Were you aware that Mr. Podesta, who you knew 
he had a June 3rd interview with Mr. Foster, had a follow-up inter- 
view on June 30th? 

Mr. Shaheen. Excuse me. ConCTessman. 

Yes, we did know he did. Ana let me take this occasion to ac- 
knowledge the presence of the two attorneys who did this inves- 
tigation, Ms. Judith Wish and Marlene Wahowiak of OPR. 

Mr. SouDER. And were you aware that one of the notes in that 
Foster notes said that they should thereby defend H.R.C., presum- 
ably Hillary Rodham Clinton, whatever her role is? 

Mr. Shaheen. Yes. 

Mr. SouDER. When you add all this together, and also the allega- 
tion that Jeff Eller has wiped out documents which may have been 
duplicated, but we’re not sure whether they were in fact duplicated 
because we don’t know what he wiped out, he tries to get the staff 
fired. He’s reprimanded for being inappropriate because of his per- 
sonal relationship with Ms. Cornelius, who’s been in the office. 
Even your report which, quite frankly, detailed a number of these 
things, Mr. Podesta, and you have worked to clean up the office 
and I give you credit for that and I give you credit for acknowledg- 
ing these, out you can see why the American people view this as 
a lot more than just the appearance. 

Even when you put that much in appearances together, you start 
to wonder whether or not this was a definite abuse of power. 

I want to make one other point. We’ve had this chart up here 
today, and I would like to see it inserted for the record, and one 
of the other reasons that this is a preliminary hearing, can you all 
see the one down here where it says did they interview key players 
for the reports? 

[The chart referred to follows:] 

























621 


Mr. SouDER. I want to make sure that, first off, that that’s not 
inaccurate, if you notice any of the differences there. And there are 
reasons. For example, because of the Fiske investigation, and cor- 
rect me if this is wrong, the White House was not anle to interview 
the travel employees, ^e FBI was not able to interview a number 
of these people, and you, in fact, have notes all the way down be- 
cause you did it internally. 

The White House management review and also Mr. Shaheen’s 
was not able because as you mst said a little bit ago, it was turned 
over to Fiske at some point. The GAO couldn’t get the information. 
So the bottom line is that all these reports that we’ve had thus far 
haven’t talked to the Travel Office employees. 

Most of you haven’t talked to 'Thomason. Most of you haven’t 
talked to Martens. Two of you haven’t, FBI and OPR, haven’t 
talked to the Chief of Staff. 'Two haven’t talked to the Deputy Chief 
of Staff. One hasn’t talked to the person in charge of administra- 
tion. One hasn’t talked to the deputy and two haven’t talked to the 
First Lady; the third, only written questions. Does not that call 
into question whether we have all the facts? And, indeed we may 
have to wait until the court cases are over and Mr. Fiske’s inves- 
tigations are over, but part of what we’re establishing here is the 
record may not be complete. 

Would you allege that your reports are all complete, not having 
interviewed a lot of those people? 'That can be to Mr. Shaheen, to 
any of you at the table. 

Mr. Shaheen. I, too, await the independent counsel’s report. 
Congressman. 

Mr. SouDER. Ms. Kingsbunr, do you — ^knowing all the informa- 
tion that you’ve heard since then, knowing you didn’t get access to 
those, would you not wonder, not on the question of cleaning up the 
office, but in whether in fact you had enough information to draw 
conclusions on the process? 

Ms. Kingsbury. Our report clearly disclosed what our limitations 
were at the time, and that disclosure meets our standards. So we 
have no reason to second-guess the report. 

Mr. SouDER. What about you, Mr. Podesta? 

Mr. Podesta. We were asked not to interview the Travel Office 
employees, but I would say that virtually everything you iust read, 
we disclosed on July 2nd, 1993, and there’s not a fact in this report 
that has been challenged today. 

Mr. Clinger. 'The gentleman’s time has expired. 

The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Fox, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Fox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Podesta, I’d like to re- 
turn for a moment, if I may, to some differences between the Peat 
Marwick’s draft and the final reports. In the draft. Peat Marwick 
states in pertinent part, the procedures we performed were limited 
in nature and extent to those which the Office of Counsel deter- 
mined best fit its needs. 

In other words, the very same Office of Counsel which called in 
the FBI in the first place, and then told it to await the results of 
the Peat Marwick report, was controlling the outcome of that re- 
port. This concerns me a great deal. And it obviously concerned the 
White House a great deal, because Peat Marwick’s final report 
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states, the procedures we performed were limited in nature and ex- 
tent and were agreed to by the Office of Management and Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. Podesta, you can only conclude that Peat Marwick either did 
not know the difference between Office of White House Counsel 
and the Office of Management and Administration, or its final re- 
port was edited by the ^^ite House, and I strongly suspect the lat- 
ter. 

I would like to return to Objective 12, if I may, in the KPMG 
draft. If you recall, the White House fired the Travel Office employ- 
ees because of gross mismanagement, complaints of press overbill- 
ing, and shoddy recordkeeping. That is what makes Objective 12 
very interesting to me. 

In Objective 12, Peat Marwick summarized five trips that were 
managed by the fired Travel Office staffers. Not only did Peat 
Marwick find sufficient records to determine that the Travel Office 
employees’ estimates of the total cost of those five trips came with- 
in $9,000 of the trip’s $407,000 total cost. In other words, the Trav- 
el Office employees scored 97.8 percent accuracy by the seat of 
their allegedly incompetent pants. Did you ever 

Mr. Podesta. There’s an explanation for that, Mr. Fox. If you 
want me to give it. 

Mr. Fox. I would be glad to hear. 

Mr. Podesta. First of all, let me explain how, to the best of my 
recollection, how Peat Marwick was retained and broi^ht in. Jen- 
nifer O’Connor, who worked for Mr. Watkins in the Office of Man- 
agement Administration, brought Peat Marwick, I’ve forgotten his 
name, Larry Herman, brought Larry Herman’s existence, if you 
will, for the attention of Mr. Watkins. Mr. Watkins, I believe, con- 
tacted Mr. Herman. Mr. Kennedy was involved at that time. They 
were looking for a way to audit the office. So Mr. Herman could 
have been confused, but I think Mr. Watkins was the person that 
actually did do 

Mr. Fox. Let me ask you this question. 

Mr. Podesta [continuing]. The contact. 

Mr. Fox. I appreciate your explanation. 

Mr. Podesta. With regard to the second point you raised, 97.8 
percent, when you have only one airline that you’re dealing with, 
and you’re dealing with it on a formula basis, it’s easy to get the 
formula right. If there’s no competitive bidding, it’s easy to esti- 
mate what the ultimate cost is going to be. 

Mr. Fox. But the question is, the one that is actually probative, 
did you ever inquire in the course of your White House manage- 
ment review why the very results that I am speaking of were re- 
moved from the final Peat Marwick report? Do you know why, yes 
or no? 

Mr. Podesta. I do not know the answer to that. 

Mr. Fox. OK. My review suggests that time and time again the 
results of the Peat Marwick draft were altered to eliminate evi- 
dence that did not support the White House spin that the fired 
Travel Office employees were incompetent. One very large piece of 
evidence that was not available to us 2 years ago was the Vince 
Foster Travel Office file. 
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Did you ever, Mr. Podesta, become aware in the course of your 
management review of a meeting on Friday, May 2l8t, to review 
a Peat Marwick final report? Yes or no? 

Mr. Podesta. On May 21st? 

Mr. Fox. Yes. Were you aware of that meeting to review the final 
Peat Marwick report? You may not have been. 

Mr. Podesta. Well, I may have been. I just — I don’t recall. 

Mr. Fox. Let me just bring this to your attention. Vince Foster 
noted in an entry dated May 21st that Ricki Seidman requests me 
to join review of the audit, ^cki Seidman, William Kennedy, David 
Watkins, and Mr. Foster were to be at the old Executive Office 
Building to take the draft to Nussbaum and question whether to 
release it. And when finished while waiting printing, were to meet 
again in George Stephanopoulos’ office. Were you aware of that 
meeting, yes or no? 

Mr. Podesta. I don’t remember whether I was aware or not. 

Mr. Fox. Finally, I ask this 

Mr. Podesta. If there are notes — again, these matters occurred 
two and a half years ago, over the course of 6 weeks, and I just 
don’t recall. If there’s something that 

Mr. Fox. Did you notice whether it was in your management re- 
view, about the differences between the final and draft? 

Mr. Podesta. There’s nothing in the management review about 
the differences between the final and the draft, but I think the 
final does speak for itself and lays out a number of 

Mr. Fox. With this meeting with Foster 

Mr. Podesta. A number of problems with the Travel Office 
which Ms. Kingsbury in the GAO report 

Mr. Fox. I understand. Was this meeting with Foster on May 
21st noted in your management draft, if you know? 

Mr. Podesta. I don’t helieve so. 

Mr. Fox. OK I would ask this question. How can you claim, as 
you did in your opening remarks, that the White House manage- 
ment review would stand the test of time, when it deliberately ig- 
nored meetings such as this one where the White House created 
out of whole cloth the substantiation that was required to justify 
the firings of the Travel Office staff? 

Mr. Podesta. I would justify that statement by the statement I 
just made, which is there’s not a fact in this report that’s been 
challenged today. 

Mr. Fox. Mr. Chairman, I would ask that the KPMG Peat 
Marwick reports, the draft of May 17th and the final as well of the 
same date, be submitted for the record. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection. 

Mr. Fox. And as well, the Vince Foster notebook, pages 1 and 2. 

Mr. Clinger. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Fox. Thank you. I yield back the balance of my time. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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DRAFT— FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 

May 17, 1993. 


PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL 
SUBJECT TO ATTORNEY/CUENT PRIVILEGE 

Mr. William H. Kennedy ni, 

Associate Counsel to the President, 

The White House, 

Office of the Counsel, Room 136, 

Old Executive Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 

Dear Mr. Kennedy: KPMG Peat Marwick is please to provide you with this re- 
port eununarizing our review of the White House Telegraph and Transportation 
Service (referred to in this document as the press travel office), which was con- 
ducted in accordance with our letter date May 17, 1993. In addition, we have pro- 
vided you a separate communication of our observations and suggestions for new 
policies and procedures for press travel oflice operations. 

BACKGROUND 

Our letter to you dated May 17, 1993 described the scope, objectives, and meth- 
odology used to conduct our study. The purpose of this review was to: 

• Evaluate the effectiveness of present accounting policies, practices, and proce- 
dures. This specifically includes an assessment of automated and non-automated 
systems, accounting controls, cash management and Tmancial reporting. 

• Identify specific opportunities to improve the accounting system and related in- 
ternal controls of the office. 

• Provide technical support and advice to you and your staff in related areas of 
review, such as organization, staffing, contracting procedures and the like. 

Our on-site work was conducted at the press travel oflice from May 14, 1993 to 
May 16, 1993. 

LIMITATIONS TO THIS REVIEW 

The following paragraphs describe the specific objectives, procedures and findings 
of our diagnostice review. The procedures we performed were limited in nature and 
extent to those which the Oflice of the Counsel determined best fit its needs. The 
test procedures that the KPMG Peat Marwick study team used depended upon the 
availability of data to review and the limited amount of time we had to conduct our 
work. As such, this report may not necessarily disclose all significant matters about 
the press travel office or reveal errors or irregularities, if any, in the underlying in- 
formation. Furthermore, such procedures do not constitute an audit, examination, 
or review in accordance with Standards established by the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants and, therefore, we do not express an opinion or any 
other form of assurance on the information presented in our report. Furthermore, 
we do not make any representations regarding the sufficiency of the procedures we 
performed for your information needs. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Exhibit 1 summarizes our major observations and conclusions. In particular, our 
study determined that there were several significant weaknesses in the existing in- 
ternal control systems of the press travel office. These weaknesses are described in 
more detail in the sections that follow. 

In addition to the weaknesses noted in Exhibit 1, we noted certain discrepancies 
with regard to petty cash transactions. Eight checks written to cash on the Riggs 
account were either not accounted for as an increase to the petty cash fund, incor- 
rectly recorded in the petty cash fund, or missing from the petty cash fund docu- 
mentation. The total amount of checks written to cash that were unsupported in the 
petty cash book is $18,200. 
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Summary of Major Accounting System Weaknesses 
AREA OF WEAKNESS AND EXAMPLES OF WEAKNESSES 

Lack of Accountability 

There is no oversij^t entity or hi^er level review process of activities or trans- 
actions of the oflice. 

There is a lack of financial control consciousness among the existing staff. 

There is no financial reporting. 

There are no reconciliations of financial information other than bank statement. 
There is no system of checks and balances on transactions and decisions within 
the oflice. 

Lack of Accounting Control and Syeteme 

Accounting policies and procedures, if they exist at all, are informal or poorly com- 
municated. 

There are no systems or procedures documentation. 

There is no existence of a mneral ledger. 

There is a lack of personn^ with accounting knowledge. 

Lack of Documentation 

Several invoices sampled have missing or inadequate documentation. 
Documentation for bills submitted to the press is either inadequate or missing. 
No copies on file of bills to customers/press. 

There is no evidence of periodic reconciliations for accounts and records. 

Lack of Contractual Support 

There is no formal contract with Ultrair, the primary domestic press charter serv- 
ice. 

There is no evidence or documentation of competitive bids, verbal quotes, or pur- 
chase order system for press charter service. 

Inadequate Billing Process 
Billing practices are informal and inconsistent. 

Pricing decisions to “customers" are based on personal judgments of supply and 
demand, not necessarily on actual costs incurred. 

Oiflerences between trip estimated costs, which are the basis for billings, and 
amounts biUed, are not doramented. 


FINDINGS 

This section of our report details the findings of our study. For each area of our 
review we identi^^ the study objective, the procedures we used to conduct the re- 
view, and our primary findings. 

Obiective 1: To gain a pr^minary understanding of the accounting system, spe- 
cifically the cash receipts and cash disbursements cycles. 

Procedures: 

We interviewed the Director of the press travel oflice to gain an overall under- 
standing of the financial management practices of the oflice. 

Findings: 

Our initial review of the major financial management practices and policies of the 
oflice indicated a number of potential significant internal control weaknesses, in- 
cluding the following; 

General: 

• No mneral ledger or other form of double entry bookkeeping. 

• No financial statement preparation. 

• No external review mechanism. 

Cash Receipts: 

• No double entry cash receipts journal. 

• Improper segregation of duties with respect to access to accounting function and 
access to cash receipts. 

• Incoming checks not restrictively endorsed on a timely basis. 

• Incoming checks not deposited on a daily basis. 

• Inade^ate reconciliation of total cash receipts to deposits in the bank due to 
lack of daily cash receipts log. 

• Inability to determine ii cash received was properly or accurately applied to the 
related receivable (customer/press account balance). 
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Air Charter: 

« No overall contract exists with the primary domestic charter company, Ultrair, 
Inc. 

• No contracts issued for each individual trip. 

• No detailed service information provided in charter billings to determine exactly 
what is being paid for and if the charges are reasonable. 

Trip Billing System: 

• Billing invoices not prenumbered or multi-part. Access to the stationary not 
controlled. 

• Trip records can be deleted from the AREV Travel System (AREV) when open 
receivables still exist. 

• The system provides no summary of daily cash applied to the receivables. 

» Remittances provided by the customeiWpress are discarded after the receipts 
are recorded in the system. 

• Search capabilities on the AREV system are limited and information can only 
be listed by trip. 

Press Reimbursement of Trip Costs: 

• No formal reconciliation procedure exists to adjust amounts billed to the press 
after comparison to actual costa. 

Accounts Payable /Cash Disbursements: 

• No double-entry cash disbursements journal. 

• Inadequate or non-existent segregation of duties between individuals with ac- 
counting and check writing authorities. 

• No disbursements log exists for air charter invoices. 

Objective 2: To verify the accuracy of the activity in the petty cash fund by de- 
termining if all diecks written to cash were recorded as increases to the petty cash 
ftind, and all withdrawals from the petty cash fund were supported and properly 
billed. 


Procedures: 

(a) Selected all checks written to “cash” from a population of all canceled checks 
received from Riggs National Bank from January 1, 1992 to April 30, 1993. 

(b) Traced the amount and date on the canceled check to the petty cash book. 

(c) Located and summarized the detailed petty cash uses (i.e., expenses incurred) 
for each employee of the ofTice. This procedure was done in order to determine if 
the detailed information agrees to the summary information. 

(d) Traced a sample of 10 petty cash disbursements related to 10 trips as listed 
in the petty cash Isxik to the barges on the respective trip worksheets. 

Findings: 

(a) In reviewing petty cash, we noted discrepancies between the amounts written 
to “cash” on the Rigm bank account and the recordation of this amount into the 
petty cash fund. Each of the eight checks was made out to “cash” and simed by 
Bill Dale, Director of the press travel oflioe, and endorsed by Bill Dale. A detailed 
listing of discrepancies follows: 


Check Ditf 

Check No. 

Amotiet to 
■■Ciih” 

lacrMsa to 
Petty Cask 

January 11, 1993 

4M1 

82.500 

None 

October 9. 1992 

4173 

5,000 

82,000 

June 17, 1992 

3898 

3,000 

None 

April 10, 1992 

3780 

2,500 

None 

Febmar> 18, 1992 

3617 

3,000 

None 

December 27, 1991 

3567 

2,000 

None 

December 18, 1991 

3557 

3,000 

None 

Decembcf 5, 1991 

3533 

2,000 

None 



23,000 



(b) For three petty cash transactions dated December 27, 1991, December 18, 1991 
and December 6, IMl, the page from the petty cash book was missing for this time 
period and the entry therefore is untraceable. 

(c) On the secona day of fieldwork. Bill Dale informed us that he located $2,800 
of the $3,000 unaccounted for in the October 9, 1992 petty cash transaction. He in- 
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formed us that he found it in an envelope located in a locked drawer in the office, 
separate from the rest of the petty cash. 

U) Total of checks written to cash and not recorded on petty cash log or subse- 
quently located by the press travel office is $18,200. 

(e) All other petty cash transaction disbursements listed in the back of the petty 
cash book (by individual) were properly reconciled to the summary disbursements 
in ^e front of ^e petty cash book. 

(0 10 selected petty cash disbursements (i.e. use of a petty cash draw by an indi- 
vidual) chosen, we traced the petty cash disbursement amount per the petty cash 
book to the respective summary trip worksheet located in the trip files. We con- 
firmed that the amount of the petty cash disbursement was recoroed on the sum- 
mary trip sheet as an actual cost incurred on that particular trip. 

Objective 3: To ensure that checks received in the press travel office are depos- 
ited into the Riggs accounts within a reasonable time and are properly posted to 
the accounts receivable system (i.e. properly applied to the outstandiiig bul). 

Procedures: 

(a) Selected a sample of 26 items from the ‘Ylhecks Received Log" for the time 
period January 1, 1992 to May 14, 1993. 

(b) Traced each check reviewed to the respective time period’s deposit slip. 

(c) Traced the deposit slip noted in (b) to the b ank statement. 

(d) Traced the check amount to the AREV travel system (billing and receivable 
system) noting amount, payee, date and check number. 

Findings: 

(a) All items selected were properly traced to the deposit slip amounts as well as 
to the bank statements. 

(b) All checks in our sample were deposited into the bank within one week’s time 
period. 

(c) Due to limitations in the press travel ofllce documentation, we were unable to 
verify, in all but two cases, that the cash receipts were properly posted to ^eir re- 
spective account balances. 

Objective 4: To determine that written checks are the only means of disbursing 
funds from the Riggs bank account, and that we can account for all checks. 

Procedures: 

(a) Reviewed bank statements from the period January 1, 1992 to April 30, 1993 
looking for any non-check disbursements. 

(b) Counted the number of canceled checks returned with each bank statement 
and compared them to the number of checks clearing the bank that month. 

Findings: 

(a) We found no non-check type (i.e. no wire transfers, etc.) disbursements from 
the Riggs account. 

(b) ^ all cases, the number of canceled checks returned with the h ank statement 
was the same as the number of checks disbursed that month per the ba^ state- 
ment. 

Objective 5: To review the adequacy and accuracy of documentation supporting 
selected cash disbursements. 

Procedures: 

(a) Chose a sample of 76 canceled checks from the period January 1, 1992 to April 
30, 1993, noting the date, check number, amount and payee. The sample included 
17 (hecks made out to "cash” which were separately reviewed. 

(b) Compared each check to its related vendor invoice. 

(c) Reviewed each canceled check to determine propriety of endorsement. 

Findings: 

(a) Of the 76 che(dc disbursements, nine disbursements (can(:eled checks) appear 
to have no supporting invoice. Each of the nine disbursements was for baggage han- 
dling charges at a hotel. Total amount of these nine disbursements is $4,690.07. 

(b) ’Two disbursements represented refunds for overpayment by customers/press. 
There is no supporting do<nimentation for these refunds. ’The two disbursements 
amounted to $374.76. 

(c) One disbursement to Pan Am Express on December 20, 1991 did not have a 
related invoice. According to our interview, press travel office based this payment 
on a verbal price quote from the charter company. The dollar amount of this dis- 
bursement was $12,841.66. 
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(d) We noted diflerences in the check disbursement amount and the invoice 
amount for charges related to press charter service. This difference, in all cases, was 
indicated by the press travel oflice to be GTR’s. GTR’s are forwarded, along with 
the check amount, to the charter service. The total of the two (check and GTR) will 
equal the invoice amount. Both the check and GTR are legal tender. 

Objective 6: To review the adequacy and accuracy of the documentation support- 
ing a selected trip’s costs (as indicated on the trip worksheet). 

Procedures: 

(a) Chose one trip from the total trip files from January 1, 1992 to the present 
in order to obtain the actual costs incurred for the entire trip. 

(b) Traced and agreed each check that was disbursed in payment of the total trip 
charges to the related vendor invoices (i.e. original documentation recjuesting pay- 
ment for services). 

(c) Reviewed each cancjeled check for apparent propriety of endorsement. 

Findings: 

(a) All checks written in pa^nment of charges related to this one trip (President 
Clinton’s trip to Detroit, Michigan on February 10, 1993) were properly supported. 

(b) AH checks ^pear to be properly endorsed by authorued signers. 

Objective 7: 'To determine the receipts and disbursements activity of the press 

travel fund by reviewing the bank statements from the period January 1, 1992 
through April 30, 1993. 

Procedures: 

(a) Reviewed all bank statements sincie January 1, 1992. 

(b) Collected the following information about the press travel fund cash account: 

Beginning and ending bank balances of the press travel fund cash account. 
Average daily balance. 

Total receipts (for the month). 

Total disbursements (for the month). 

Current balance on hand as of April 30, 1993. 

Findings: 

We noted the following information (cents omitted); 


Bejinninj balance at Januaiy 1, 1992 $636,813 

Total receipts, January 1, 1992-April 30, 1993 10,446,951 

Total disbursements, January 1, 1992-April 30, 1993 10,709,680 


Ending balance at April 30, 1993 374,083 


Range of average daily balance: 

High in January, 1993 1,080,247 

Low in March, 1993 245,195 


Objective 8: To determine the volume of disbursements that have been made for 
commercial or charter air service from the period January 1, 1992 through May 6, 
1993 and to rletermine the recipient of the disbursements. 

Procedures: 

(a) Reviewed the check books from January 1, 1992 through May 6, 1993 and 
noted all checks ^sbursed in payment of either commercial or chartered air service, 
noting check number, date, payee, amount, and trip number(s). 

(b) Summarized the detailed information gathered in (a) above by individual car- 
rier/airline. 

Findings: 

In summary, the following airlines or charter services were disbursed funds from 
the press travel fund from January 1, 1992 through May 6, 1993 (cents omitted); 
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Domestic Travel: 

ULIWUR, Inc J428,733 

Airline nf the Americas 2,123,939 

Pan Am World Airways 100,815 

Miami Air International 343,024 


2,996,511 


International Travel: 

TWA 1,4 79,247 

American Trans Air 892,064 

Evergreen Inti Airlines 154,579 


2,525,890 


Grand Total 


5,522,401 


Objective 9: To determine that all disbursements made to Ultrair or Airline of 
the ^^ericas since September, 1992 are related to a specific trip and their charter 
service charges are included in the overall trip charges on the trip worksheet. 

Procedures: 

(a) Created, from the dieck book stubs, a listing of all disbursements made to 
Ultrair or Airline of the Americas since September, 1992, noting check number, 
date, payee, amount and trip numberfs), 

(b) Traced the check amount to the respective trip worksheet or trip worksheets, 
in the case of one check paying for more than one trip. We noted whether there 
were any discrepancies between the amount disbursed to the charter company and 
the amount indicated as the “actual” cost on the trip worksheet. 

(c) Noted whether there were other types of trip charges (hotel, rental car, phone, 
etc.) on the same trip worksheet for the trip numMrs being reviewed. 

Findings: 

(a) All checks disbursed to Ultrair or Airline of the Americas were included on 
trijp worksheeUs). 

0)) We noted that these trip worksheets did contain other trip costs (i.e. there 
were other charges in addition to the charter service such as phone charges, hotel, 
rental car, ground transportation, etc.). 

(c) We noted that the check amount disbursed to Ultrair or Airline of the Ameri- 
cas was different that the amount noted as actual cost of “press charter. The dif- 
ference is due to GTR’s. The GTR’s are remitted along with the net check to the 
charter company. Both the check and the GTR are negotiable documents and to- 
gether total the invoice amount. 

Objective 10; To review, in more detail, the receipts and disbursements activity 
of the press travel fund for the month of February, 1993 (it appears that the month 
of February had unusually large disbursement activity and unusually small receipts 
activity). 

Procedures: 

(a) Obtained the February 1993 Riggs bank statement and the canceled checks 
returned with the February oank statement. 

(b) Listed each canceled check that made up the total disbursement amount for 
Februaw, 1993 noting the check number, date, payee, amount and notation on the 
check, if any. 

(c) Discussed with the Director of the press travel office, the reasonableness of the 
level of cash receipts in the rrunth of February, 1993. 

Findings: 

(a) The total amount of cheeks returned with the February bank statement agreed 
to the total amount disbursed from the bank statement of $1,030,835 (cents omit- 
ted). Significant disbursements making up this total include the following (cents 
omitted): 


Treasurer of the U S. (lor Air Force One charges— August, 1992-)anusty, 1993) $525,037 

Airline of the Americas 79,456 

ATIT (phone charges— Multiple trips) 327,891 


Total significant disbursements 


932,384 
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(b) According to our interview with the Director of the press travel office, low re- 
ceipts in February, 1992 are due to decrease in press travel after the November 
election and the lack of travel early on by the new Administration which took over 
in Januai^ 20, 1993. 

Objective 11: To approximate the net assets of the press travel fund at May 15, 
1993. 

Procedures: 

(a) Obtained the cash balance of the press travel fund at Riggs at April 30, 1993. 

(b) Subtracted from the April 30, 1993 cash balance the followmg amounts: 

• Amount of checks written on the cash account from April 30, 1993 to May 16, 
1993 that were identified in the press travel fund check book. 

• Amount of unpaid vendor invoices at May 16, 1993 that were identified from 
the trip woiksheets or actual hard copy invoices in the open invoice file. 

(c) Added to the April 30, 1993 cashhalance the following amounts; 

• Amount of deposits made to the cash account from April 30, 1993 to May 15, 
1993 that were identified from copies of deposit slips. 

• Amount of checks received by the press travel office in payment of bills which 
had not yet been deposited that were identified in a locked drawer in the press trav- 
el office. 

• Amount of outstanding accounts receivable at May 15, 1993 that were identified 
from the AREV system (billings system). 

• Amount of unbilled expenses which had been paid by the press travel office but 
had not yet been billed to the customer/press that were identified by reviewing the 
paid invoices for these expenses and noting that the amount has not been set up 
as an accounts receivable. 


Findings: 

Based on the performance of the procedures noted above, the approximate net as- 
sets of the press travel fund at May 15, 1993 was estimated to be $79,000. 

Objective 12: To determine the differences, if any, between the amounts billed 
to the press for trips and the actual coats of the same trip, and to determine if those 
differences, if any, are being used to offset the amounts billed to the customer/press 
on fijture trips. 

Procedures: 

(a) (Ihose five trips which occurred in the months of September and October. 

(b) Compiled the following information regarding each trip: 

Cities traveled during the trip. 

Dates of trip. 

Trip number. 

Estimated cost per trip worksheet. 

Actual cost per trip worksheet. 

Amount billed to customeripresa per trip worksheet. 

Amount billed per trip billing spreadsheet. 

Differences, if any, in dollar amounts noted above. 


Findings (cents omitted): 

(a) St. Louis, MO — Springfield, PA — Grand Rapids, Ml Trip 
October 11, 1992 to October 12, 1992 

Trip Number 2P1011 

Estimated cost per trip worksheet 

Actual cost per trip worksheet 

Amount billed to customer/press per trip worksheet 

Amount billed per trip billing spreadsheet 

Differences: 

Amt billed per trip worksheet and billing spreadsheet 

Amt billed per billing spreadsheet to actual cost 

(b) Cincinnati, OH — C^umbus, OH 
October 9, 1992 

Trip Number 2P1()09 

Estimated cost per trip worksheet 

Actual cost per trip worksheet 

Amount billed to customer/press per trip worksheet 

Amount billed per trip billing spreadsheet 

Differences: 

Amt billed per trip worksheet and billing spreadsheet 

Amt billed per billing spreadsheet to actual cost 

(c) Wisconsin — Newark, NJ 


$123,607 

126,056 

123,607 

128,069 

(4,462) * 
$3,003 ** 


$51,612 

49,555 

61,613 

51,490 

123 * 
$1,936 *♦ 
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September 30, 1992 
Tm Number 2P930 

Estimated cost per trip worksheet $61,241 

Actual cost per trip worksheet 68,747 

Amount billed to customer/press per trip worksheet 61,241 

Amount billed per trip billing spreadsheet 66,067 

Diflerences: 

Amt billed per trip worksheet and billing spreadsheet (4,826) * 

Amt billed per billing spreadsheet to actual cost $2,680 ** 

(d) St. Louis, MO — Dallas, TX — Blountsville, TN — Knoxville, TN — Chattwooga, 
TN-ClarksviUe, TN— KnoxviUe, TN 

September 28, 1992-September 29, 1992 
Tnp Number 2F0928 

Estimated cost per trip worksheet $166,768 

Actual cost per trip worksheet 162,644 

Amount billed to customer/press per trip worksheet 166,768 

Amount billed per trip billing spreadsheet 161,690 

Differences: 

Amt billed per trip worksheet and billing spreadsheet (16,178) * 

Amt billedper billing spreadsheet to actual cost $(964) ** 

(e) Dover, DE 
October 6, 1992 
Trip Number 2P1006 

Estimated cost per trip worksheet $12,662 

Actual cost per trip worksheet 10,907 

Amount billed to customer/press per trip worksheet 12,662 

Amount billed per trip billing spreadsheet 13,096 

Differences: 

Amt billed per trip worksheet and billing spreadsheet (634) * 

Amt billed per billing spreadsheet to actual cost $2,189 ** 

* DifTerenoes due to application of cost to GTR individuals (non-press individuals). 
Changes in amounts allocated to press and GTR’s are generdly at the discretion of 
the press travel office and usually not sufficiently documented. 

•• DifTerenoes due to over or under billing depending on the supply and demand 
of press apace on trips as determined by the press trav^ office. 

This report relates only to the items specified above and reflects events and cir- 
cumstances as they existed at May 14, 1993 through May 16, 1993. 

Very truly yours. 


KPMG Peat Marwick Management Consultants, 

Washington DC, 

May 17, 1993. 

Mr. William H. Kennedy HI, 

Associate Counsel to the President, 

The White House, 

Office of the Counsel, Room 136, 

Old Executive Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 

Dear Mr. Kennedy: KPMG Peat Marwick is pleased to provide you with this re- 
port summarizing the observations and finding resulting from our procedures relat- 
ing to the White House Office of Travel and Telegraph^ (referred to in this report 
as the press travel office) management, systems, pmicies, and procedures. 

The purpose of our work was to assist you in assessing present accounting poli- 
cies, practices and procedures. Our on-site work, which consumed approximately 300 
hours of professional time, was conducted at the press travel office from May 14, 
1993 to May 16, 1993. 

The followiM paragraphs describe the specific objectives, procedures and findings 
of our work. The procedures we nerformed were limited in nature and extent and 
were agreed to by tire Office of Management and Administration. As you know, the 
procedures were revised throu^out our on-site work to reflect the time-frame and 
the limited availability of data, information, and documented policies and proce- 
dures. As such, this report may not necessarily disclose all significant matters about 
the press travel office or reveal errors or irregularities, if any, in the underlying in- 
formation. Our procedures do not constitute an audit, examination, or review in ac- 
cordance with standards established by the American Institute of Certified Public 



632 


Aocouatants and, therefore, we do not express an opinion or any other form of assur- 
ance on the information presented in our reixirt. Furthermore, we do not make any 
representations regarding the sufficiency of the procedures we performed for your 
information needs. 

Page two summarizes our mcgor observations and findings relating to the account- 
ing system. In particular, we observed several significant weaknesses in the existing 
internal control systems of the press travel office. The specific procedures performed 
and our findings are described in more detail in the sections that follow. 

In addition to the weaknesses summarized on page two, we noted certain other 
discrepancies. For example, with regard to petty cash transactions, eight checks 
written to cash on the Riggs National Bank account were either not accounted for 
as an increase to the petty cash fund, were incorrectly recorded in the petty cash 
fund, or were missing from the petty cash fund documentation. The total amount 
of such discrepancies was $18,200. This and other discrepancies are described in 
more detail in the pages that follow. 

OBSERVATIONS AND FINDINGS 

Summary of Significant Accounting System Weaknesses 

Lack of Accountability 

There is a lack of financial control consciousness. 

There is no formal financial reporting process. 

There are no reconciliations of financial information other than reconciliations of 
bank statements. 

There is no documented system of chedcs and balances on transactions and ac- 
counting decisions within the office. 

There is no apparent oversight or higher level review process of financial activi- 
ties or transactions of the office. 

Lack of Accounting Controls and Systems 
Accounting policies and procedures are informal or poorly communicated. 

There is no systems or procedures documentation. 

There is no general ledger, or cash receipts/disbursements journals, 
liiere appears to be a lack of accounting expertise. 

Lack of Documentation 

Several disbursements have missing or inadequate documentation. 

Documentation for bills submitted to the press is either inadequate or missing. 
No copies of bills to customers/press are on file. 

Lack of Contractual Support 

There is no formal contract with the primary domestic press charter air carrier. 
There is no evidence or documentation of competitive bids or purchase orders for 
press charter service. 

Inadequate Billing Process 

Billing practices are informal and inconsistent. 

DifTerences between estimated trip costs, which are the primary basis for billings 
and actual costs incurred, are not documented. 

This section of our report details the observations and findings of our study. For 
eai^ area of our study we identify the study objective, the procedures we performed, 
and our findings. 

Objective 1: To gain an understanding of the accounting system, specifically the 
cash receipts and cash disbursements cycles. 

Procedures: 

We interviewed the Director of the press travel office to gain an overall under- 
standing of the financial management practices and policies of the office. 

Findings: 

Our inquiries related to the mtgor financial management practices and policies of 
the office indicated a number of potential significant internal control weaknesses, 
including the following: 

General: 

• No general ledger or other form of double entry bookkeeping. 

• No financial statement nrei^ation. 

• No external review mecKanism. 
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Cash Receipts: 

• No cash receipts journal. 

• Improper segregation of duties with respect to access to accounting function and 
access to cash receipts. 

• Incoming checks not restrictively endorsed on a timely basis. 

• Incoming checks not deposited on a daily basis. 

• Inade^ate reconciliation of total cash receipts to deposits in the bank due to 
lack of daily cash receipts log. 

• Inability to determine if cash received was properly or accurately applied to the 
related receivable (customer/press account balance). 

Air Charter: 

• No overall contract with the primary domestic charter company. 

• No contracts issued for each individual trip. 

• No documentation of competitive bids. 

• No purchase orders for press charter service. 

• No detailed service information provided in charter billings to document exactly 
what is being paid for and if the chai;ges are reasonable. 

Trip Billing System: 

• Billing invoices not prenumbered or multi-part. Access to the stationary not 
controlled. 

• Trip records can be deleted from the automated billing system when open re- 
ceivables still exist. 

• The system provides no summaiy of daily cash applied to the receivables. 

• Remittances provided by the customers/press discarded after the receipts are re- 
corded in the system. 

• Search capabilities on the automated billing system limited and information can 
only be listed by trip. 

Press Reimbursement of Trip Costs: 

• No formal reconciliation procedure exists to adjust amounts billed to the press 
after comparison to actual costs. 

Accounts Payable I Cash Disbursements: 

• No cash disbursements journal. 

• Inadequate or non-existent segregation of duties between individuals with ac- 
counting and check writing authorities. 

• No payable log exists for air charter invoices. 

Objective 2: To determine if checks written to cash were recorded as increases 
to the petty cash fund, and that selected withdrawals from the petty cash fund were 
supported and properly billed. 

Procedures: 

(a) Selected all checks written to “cash” (total of 17 checks) from the population 
of canceled checks on file received from Riggs National Bank from January 1, 1992 
to April 30, 1993. 

(b) Traced the amount and date on the canceled check to the petty cash book. 

(c) Located and summarized the detailed petty cash uses (i.e., expenses incurred) 
for each emplwee of the office. This procedure was done in order to determine if 
the detailed mlormation agreed to the summary information. 

(d) Trared a non-statistical sample of 10 petty cash disbursements related to 10 
trips as listed in the petty cash book to the charges on the respective trip work- 
sheets. 


Findings: 

(a) On the first day of our fieldwork, we noted and inquired about eight discrep- 
ancies between the amounts written to "cash” on the Riggs National Bank account 
and the recording of these amounts into the petty cash fund. Each of the ^ht 
checks was made out to “cash” and signed by the Director of the press travel office, 
and endorsed by the same individual. A detailed listing of discrepancies follows: 


Janiunr 11, 1993 .. 
October 9, 1992 .... 

Juno 17, 1992 

A|xil 10, 1992 

Febfuaiy 18, 1992 


rhark Nn AnOIlt tO iKfMU tO 
LDKI m. 


4441 

$2,500 

None 

4173 

5,000 

$2,000 

3898 

3,000 

None 

3780 

2,500 

None 

3617 

3,000 

None 


CbKk Doll 
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Clwck Date 

Check No. 

AlMilt to 
‘took’' 

locraoto to 
Petty Cofh 

December 27, 1991 

3567 

2,000 

None 

December 18, 1991 

3557 

3,000 

None 

December 5, 1991 

3533 

2,000 

None 



23,000 



(b) For three petty cash transactions dated December 27, 1991, December 18, 1991 
and December 5, 1991, the pa^ from the wtty cash book was missing for this time 
period and the entiy therefore is untraceame. 

(c) On the second day of fieldwork, the Director of the press travel office informed 
us that he located $2,800 of the $3,000 unaccounted for in the October 9, 1992 petty 
cash transaction. He informed us that he found it in an envelope located in a locked 
drawer in the oflice, separate from the rest of the petty cash. 

(d) Total of checks written to cash and not recorded on petty cash log or subse- 
quently located by the press travel oflice is $18,200. 

(e) For the 10 selected petty cash disbursements (i.e., use of a petty cash draw 
by an individual) chosen, we traced the petty cash disbursement amount per the 
petty cash book to the respective summary trip worksheet located in the tnp files. 
We noted that the amount of the petty cash disbursement was recorded on the sum- 
mary trip sheet as an actual cost incurred on that particular trip. 

Objective 3: To assess whether checks recorded as receivea in the press travel 
oflice were deposited into the Riggs National Bank account within a reasonable time 
and were properly posted to the automated billing system (i.e., properly applied to 
the outstanding billX 


Procedures: 

(a) Selected a non-statistical sample of 26 items from the “Checks Received Log” 
for the time period January 1, 1992 to May 14, 1993. 

Traced each sample item to the respective time period’s deposit slip. 

Traced the deposit slip noted above to the bank statement. 

Traced each sample item to the automated billing system. 


Findings: 

(a) All items selected agreed to the deposit slip amounts and to the bank state- 
ments. 

(b) All checks in our non-statistical sample were deposited into the bank within 
one week’s time period. 

(c) Due to limitations in the press travel oflice documentation, we were unable tc 
determine whether 23 of the cash receipts were properly posted to their respective 
account balances. 

Objective 4: To determine that written checks are the only disbursements from 
the Riggs National Bank account. 


Procedures: 

(a) Reviewed bank statements for the period January 1, 1992 to April 30, 1993 
looking for non-check disbursements. 

(b) Counted the number of canceled checks returned with each bank statement 
and compared them to the number of checks clearing the bank that month. 


Findings: 

(a) We found no non-check type (e.g., no wire transfers, etc.) disbursements from 
the Riggs National Bank account. 

(b) In all cases, the number of canceled diecks returned with the bank statement 
was the same as the number of checks disbursed that month per the bank state- 
ment. 

Objective 5: To assess the quality of documentation supporting selected cash dis- 
bursements. 


Procedures: 

(a) Chose a non-statistical sample of 76 canceled checks form the period January 
1, 1992 to April 30, 1993. noting the date, dieck number, amount and payee. The 
non-statistical sample included 17 checks made out to “cash” which were reviewed 
as part of the procedures for Objective 2. 

(b) ComparM each check to available vendor invoices, with the exception of the 
checks written to cash. 

(c) Reviewed each canceled check for apparent propriety of endorsement. 
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Findings: 

(a) Of the non-petty cash check disbursements, 12 disbursements (canceled 
checks) appear to have no supporting invoice. Nine of the 12 disbursements were 
for baggage handling charges at hotels. The total amount of these nine disburse- 
ments was ^,690.07. 

(b) Two disbursements represented refunds for overpayment by customers/press. 
There is no supporting documentation for these refunds. The two disbursements 
amounted to $374.76. 

(c) One disbursement to Pan Am Express on December 20, 1991 did not have a 
related invoice. The Director of the press travel office informed us that the payment 
was baaed on an oral price quote from the charter company. The dollar amount of 
this disbursement was $12,841.66. 

(d) We noted differences in the dieck disbursement amount and the invoice 
amount for charges related to press charter service. This difference, in all cases, was 
indicated by the press travel oflice to be Government Travel Requests (Gilt’s). 
GTR’a were forwai^d, along with the check amount, to the (barter service. The 
total of the two (check and GTR) equaled the invoice amount. Both the check and 
GTR are negotiable instruments. 

Objective 6: To assess the quality of the documentation supporting a selected 
trip’s costs (as indicated on the trip worksheet). 

Procedures: 

(a) Chose one trip from the total trip files from January 1, 1992 to the present. 

(b) Traced each check that was disbursed in payment of the total trip charges in- 
dicated on the trip worksheet to the related vendor invoices (i.e., original docu- 
mentation requesting payment for services). 

(c) Reviewed each canceled check for apparent propriety of endorsement. 

Findings: 

(a) All checks written in payment of charges related to this one trip (President 
Clinton’s trip to Detroit, Micnigan on February 10, 1993) appear to be properly sup- 
ported. 

(b) AU checks ^pear to be properly endorsed. 

Objective 7: To analyze the volume of cash activity flowing through the press 
travel fund bank account from the period January 1, 1992 throu^ April 30, 1993. 

Procedures: 

(a) Obtained bank statements since January 1, 1992. 

(b) Collected the following information about the press travel fund cash account. 
Beginning and ending bank balances of the press travel fiind cash account. 
Average daily balance. 

Total receipts (for the month). 

Total disbursements (for the month). 

Current balance on hand as of April 30, 1993. 

Findings: 

We noted the following information (cents omitted): 


Beginnint balance at January 1. 1992 t636,813 

Total receipts, January 1, 1992-April 30, 1993 10,446,951 

Total disbursements, January 1, 1992-April 30, 1993 -10,709,680 


Ending balance at April 30, 1993 374,084 


Range of average daily balance: 

High in January, 1993 1,080,247 

Low in March, 1993 245,195 


Objective 8; To gain an understanding of the volume of air charter service fees 
for the period January 1, 1992 through May 15, 1993 and to determine the recipient 
of the fees. 

Procedures: 

(a) Obtained the check books from January 1, 1992 through May 15, 1993 and 
noted checks chsbursed in payment of either commercial or chartered air service. 

(b) Summarized the detailed information gathered in (a) above by individual car- 
rier/airline. 
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Findings: 

In Bununaiy, the following airlines or charter services were disbursed funds from 
the press travel fund from January 1, 1992 through May 15, 1993 (cents omitted): 


Domettic Trswl: 

Utrsir, Inc $428,733 

Airline of the Americai 2,123,939 

Pen Am INotU Knmfi 100,815 

Miami Air International 343,024 


2,996,511 


International Trawl: 

TWA 1,479,247 

American Tram Air 892,064 

Ewrgroen Inti Airlinei 154,579 


2,525,890 


Grand Total 5,522,401 


Objective 9: To determine that all disbursements made to Ultrair, Inc. or Airline 
of the Americas since September 1992 were included in the overall trip charges on 
the trip worksheet for a specific trip. 

Procedures: 

(a) Assembled, from the check book stubs, a listing of all disbursements made to 
Ultrair, Inc. or Airline of the Americas since September 1992. 

(b) Traced the check aonount to the respective trip worksheet, or trip worksheets 
in the case of one check paying for more than one trip. We noted wnether there 
were any discrepancies between the amount disbursed to the charter company and 
the amount indicated as the ‘actual* cost on the trip worksheet. 

(c) Noted whether there were other types of trip charges (e.g., hotel, truck rental, 
telephone) on the same trip worksheet for the trip numbers being reviewed. 

Findings: 

(a) All checks disbursed to Ultrair, Inc. or Airline of the Americas were included 
on trio worksheetfs). 

(b) We noted that these trip worksheets did contain other trip costs (i.e., there 
were other charges in addition to the charter service such as phone charges, hotel, 
trudr rental, ground transportation, etc.). 

(c) We noted that the check amount disbursed to Ultrair, Inc. or Airline of the 
Americas was different than the amount noted as actual cost of “press charter." The 
difference was due to GTO’s. The GTR’s were remitted along with the net check to 
the charter company. Both the check and the GTR are negotiable instruments and 
together totaled the invoice amount. 

Objective 10: To analyze, in more detail, the receipts and disbursements activity 
of the press travel fund for the month of February 1993, 

Procedures: 

(a) Obtained the February 1993 Riggs National bank statement and the canceled 
checks on file. 

(b) Listed each canceled check that made up the total disbursement amount for 
February 1993. 

(c) Discussed the reasonableness of the level of cash receipts in the month of Feb- 
ruary 1993 with the Director of the press travel ofTice. 

FindiTigs: 

(a) The total amount of checks returned with the February bank statement 
($1,030,836 (cents omitted)) agreed to the total amount disbursed per the bank 
statement. Sigiulicant disbursements making up this total include the following 


(cents omitted): 

Treajutw of the U.S. (for Air Foret Ont charges — August. 1992-J8nu8r)i, 1993) $525,037 

Airline of the Americas 79,456 

AT$T (()hone charges — September 5, 1992-October 25, 1992 or 13 trips) 327,891 


Total significant disbursements 923,384 
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(b) According to our interview with the Director of the press travel oilice, low re- 
ceipts in Februaiy 1993 were due to a decrease in press travel after the November 
elertion and the lack of travel early on by the new Administration which took over 
on Janua^ 20, 1993. 

Objective 11: To approximate the net assets of the press travel fund at May 15, 
1993. 

Procedures: 

(a) Obtained the cash balance of the press travel fund at Riggs National Bank at 
April 30, 1993 from the April 30, 1993 bank statement reconciliation. 

(b) SuWacted from the April 30, 1993 cash balance the following amounts: 

• Amount of checks written on the cash account from May 1, 1993 to May 16, 
1993 that were identified in the press travel fund check book. 

• Amount of unpaid vendor invoices at May 15, 1993 that were identified from 
the trip worksheets or actual hard copy vendor invoices in the open invoice file. 

(c) Added to the April 30, 1993 cash balance the following amounts: 

• Amount of deposits made to the cash account from May 1, 1993 to May 15, 1993 
that were identified from copies of deposit slips. 

• Amount of checks received by the press travel office in payment of bills which 
had not yet been deposited that were located in a locked drawer in the press travel 
office. 

• Amount of outstanding accounts receivable at May 15, 1993 that were identified 
from the automated billing system. 

• Amount of unbilled expenses which had been paid by the press travel office but 
had not yet been billed to the customer/press. This amount was estimated by re- 
viewing the paid invoices for these expenses and noting that the amount had not 
been set up as an accounts receivable. 

Findings: 

The approximate net assets of the press travel fund at May 15, 1993 were com- 


puted as follows; 

Cash balance per April 30, 1993 bank statement reconciliation $369,976 

lass: Checks written from May 1 to ktay 15, 1993 (318,M0) 

Less: Estimated unpaid inwices (i.e., accounts payable) at May 15, 1993 (521,602) 

Add: Estimated accounts receivable at Hay 15, 1993 (See NOTE below) 36^793 

Add: Deposits to bank account from May 1 to May 15, 1993 76,489 

Add: Checks on hand not yet deposited to bank but already applied to accounts receivable 92,025 

Add: Unbilled espensed incurred by the press travel office but not yet billed to the press and not included 
in the estimated accounts receivable amount 834 


Estimated net assets at May 15, 1993 65,635 


NOTL Tkt data la tka aataaiatad Mliaf aystaai iadicatad tkat a trip accarrioi in Dacembar im was not billed Tke trip file skewed dis- 
baraaainits for tka trip totabni apptwdnataly 6113.000 Wa arata enable to dotarmino it the trip had bean billed, and. it not. why k had not 
bean bikad. 1kis aawont ia not inchidad in the aceounts tacaivabla balance of 064.793 above 

OUective 12: To review the policies sind procedures used to calculate amounts 
billed to the press for press travel, and to compare the actual cost of the trips to 
the amounts billed to the press. 

Procedures: 

(a) Interviewed individuals responsible for preparing bills to the press review the 
procedures used to prepare the bills. 

(b) Gained a general understan^ng of the automated billing system used to gen- 
erate invoices. 

(c) Compared the amount billed to the press by the press travel office per reports 
generated by the automated billing system to the actual cost incurred for the trip 
per the trip worksheets for 28 consecutive trips between August 23, 1992 and Octo- 
ber 12, 1992. 

In performing this procedure, we selected the most recent trip for which substan- 
tially all costs meurred ^r the trip worksheet) had been invoiced and paid, which 
was the trip departing CSctober 11, 1992 and returning October 12, 1992. We then 
examined each preceding trip in consecutive order, completing through August 23, 
1992 in the time provided. 

(d) Compared the amount billed to the press per the trip spreadsheet generated 
by the automated billing system in the trip files for 6 trips to another report pro- 
duced from the same automated billing. 
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Findings: 

(a) No written policies or procedures docunoenting the billing process exist. 

(b) We were informed that amounts billed to the press were based on estimates 
of trip costs, not on actual costs, because of the time delay in receiving invoices for 
certain trip expenses (such as long-distance telephone lines). No subsequent formal 
reconciliation of estimated to actual costs was made. 

(c) The Director stated that diflerenoes between the amount billed and actual cost 
for trips were recovered or refunded through adjustment or billings on subsequent 
trips. No formal documentation of these aihustments was maintained. 

(d) We were unable to determine actual amounts billed to the press because the 
original source documentation was unavailable, and other sources of the billed 
amounts were inconsistent. Per the Director, ^ies of the original invoices sent to 
the press were not maintained on file in Die office. For three of five trips reviewed, 
the ^llar amounts contained on a summary report ^nerated from the automated 
billing ^stem and used by the office as the record oi amounts billed differed from 
corresponihng amounts on another report generated from the same system. 

This report relates only to the items specified above and reflects events and cir- 
cumstances as they were documented or conveyed orally to us from May 14, 1993 
through May 16, 1993. 

Very truly yours, 

KPMG Peat Marwick. 

Mr. Clinger. I thank the gentleman for yielding. I would just 
note, before I recognize Mr. Burton, it may be true, Mr. Podesta, 
that none of the facts have been challenged. However, it has also 
become clear that there are a number of facts that are related to 
this whole matter that were not included in your report. And I 
would now yield to the gentleman from 

Mr. Fox. Mr. Chairman, could I yield back the balance of time 
I had; could I yield that to Mr. Burton, or whatever time I had left. 

Mr. CUNGER. About 30 seconds, is what you had left. But I will 
yield to the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Burton, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Burton. You know, the people of this country are really ex- 
orcised, upset with the IRS on a re^lar basis. Ana when you see 
something like this, it drives you right up a wall. 

Now let me get this straight. UltrAir comes to the IRS and said, 
I am having an excise tax problem, and we would like to have vour 
input to help us solve the problem, and it is in the paper, and the 
next day within 24 hours you are out there seizing their books and 
they have to go through 2 years of audits when there was no prob- 
able cause, nothing, other than they asked for some help witn an 
excise tax problem? 

I know you can’t answer because of 6103. Well, I will tell you, 
Mr. Chairman, we ought to get releases from these people, have a 
closed executive session, and have you guys answer these ques- 
tions. Because this is baloney. 

The American people are tired of being beaten over the head by 
the IRS. TTiey want to make sure there is fairness and equity. And 
I think most of the people that work at the IRS are pretty good 
people. But this kind of stuff gives you a black eye, and it looks 
very bad. I mean, you know, if you call the IRS and you try to get 
an answer, sometimes it takes you 2, 3, 4 weeks. And yet in less 
than 24 hours you are out there seizing these people’s books be- 
cause of an article that was in the paper. And it raises the question 
in some people’s minds, did the White House call the IRS and say, 
hey, get out there and use this as a pretext to get control of these 
books so they couldn’t be looked at, these records, so they couldn’t 
be looked at? You know, that is a possibility. You know, people 
start thinking about that. Was there interference? Was there ob- 
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stniction of justice? These questions pop into your mind, you know, 
when you see this sort of thing happen within 24 hours. 

Let me talk about something else. 

Mr. Bell. Mr. Burton, could I respond to that? 

Mr. Burton. I thought you couldn’t respond because of 6103. 

Mr. Bell. There’s certain things that you inquire — made allega- 
tions there that I’d like to respond to. First of all, our investigation 
was an internal investigation, and it revealed no evidence at all of 
any White House contact with the IRS whatsoever. The GAO re- 
viewed our investigation and they came to the same conclusion 
within their examination. 

Mr. Burton. Let me ask you this. 

Mr. Bell. I would like to bo able 

Mr. Burton. Let me ask you a question. If somebody at the 
White House had called the IRS. who would admit it? If they called 
you and asked you to go out ana pick up these books and you went 
out and did it and you know it was a violation of law, would you 
admit that? 

Mr. Bell. Mr. Burton, we 

Mr. Burton. Would you admit that? 

Mr. Bell. Mr. Burton, we interviewed 36 employees of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Service. There were no inconsistent responses at all 
to any of the questions that would lead you to a conclusion other- 
wise. 'The GAG 

Mr. Burton. Let me ask you this. Don’t you think it is curious 
that you were out there within 24 hours to seize these books after 
it was in the paper? Don’t you think it is a little curious? 

Mr. Bell. I’d like to be able to speak to that question, but be- 
cause of 6103 I cannot. However, we have provided the report, con- 
sistent with the taxpayer’s consent, to the chairman and the des- 
ignated staff members for their review. That was the extent of the 
authorization that the taxpayer provided to us. 

Mr. Burton. Let me say, I think this is so important, Mr. Chair- 
man, that what we ought to do is get these consent forms and have 
a closed door hearing and have everybody sworn so that we can get 
to the bottom of this. Because it is curious. It is very curious. Be- 
cause I know that you don’t move that fast. You see it in the paper 
and 24 hours, you are out there seizing these books. That just 
doesn’t make sense to me. 

Mr. Podesta, a while ago I asked you a couple questions, and you 
were very emphatic in saying that Vince Foster, when he referred 
to his clients, was not talking about Bill and Hillary Clinton. I 
think you said that a while ago, he was talking about something 
else. He was their attorney; was he not? 

Mr. Podesta. He was the deputy White House counsel. 

Mr. Burton. But he was Bill and Hillary Clinton’s attorney on 
other matters, prior to becoming a White House counsel; wasn’t he? 

Mr. Podesta. That’s beyond the scope of my knowledge, Mr. Bur- 
ton. 

Mr. Burton. Well, he was. And for you to make that categorical 
statement, especially when you are a campaign worker for the Clin- 
ton for President candidacy, I think it is totally out of line. Because 
I don’t think you 

Mr. Podesta. Mr. Burton 
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Mr. Burton. You said that when he 

Mr. PoDEOTA. I said he could have been referring to others. You 
have now said emphatically that I said that he wasn’t referring to 
them. I didn’t testify to that 

Mr. Burton. You said, when I asked you that question, you said 
he was talking not about Hillary and Bill Clinton, but about his 
overall job as White House covmsel. 

Mr. PODESTA. The transcript will speak for itself, but I think 
what I said was that Mr. Foster was the deputy White House coun- 
sel and I think that he 

Mr. Burton. Let me ask you this question, then. 

Mr. PoDESTA. He viewed the whole White House staff as his cli- 
ents. 

Mr. Burton. Let me ask you this question; let me ask you this 
question. When they were referring — when they were referring to 
his clients time and again, ^ote, unquote, you are saying that was 
or was not Bill and Hulary Clinton? 

Mr. PoDESTA. I’m saying — ^first of all, I don’t know what the ref- 
erence is to time and time again. 

Mr. Burton. I will read it to you again, if you like. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. Parliamentary inquiiy, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentlelady will state it. 

Mrs. Collins of Illinois. My parliamentary inquiry is that 
when a question is asked of the witness, shouldn’t that witness be 
given the opportunity to answer the question? 

Mr. Clinger. That is not really a parliamentary inquiry, but the 
gentleman will respond. 

Mr. PoDESTA. I said that in reference to his clients he may have 
been referring to the White House staff. He was the deputy White 
House couns^, he had official duties. I don’t take that reference to 
mean Bill and Hillary Clinton. 

Mr. Burton. Well, we have here 

Mr. PoDESTA. You’re suggesting that that’s the only possibility, 
and I’m suggesting that thars not the only possibility. 

Mr. Burton. I think you are obfuscating the issue. On May 13th, 
1993, Mr. Watkins discussed the situation concerning the l^'TTO 
with Vince Foster, deputy White House counsel. Later that same 
day, she and Messrs. Watkins and Foster briefed Chief of Staff 
Thomas McLarty. While waiting to see Mr. McLarty, Mr. Foster 
mentioned that his clients, meaning President and Mrs. Clinton, 
were concerned about WHTTO matter. Mr. McLartv agreed to hire 
the Peat Marwick firm. Mr. Watkins hired them that day by tele- 
phone and made Patsy Thomasson their point of contact. 

Mr. PODESTA. Could you show me the document you’re reading 
from? 

Mr. Burton. It is Patsy Thomasson’s OPR interview. We will be 
glad to give you a copy of it. 

Mr. Clinger. The gentleman’s time has expired. And all time 
has expired on this hearing. 

I would, however, in closing, I want to submit for the record all 
of these three charts indicating whether — ^which of the various in- 
vestigations interviewed which of the witnesses and which also ad- 
dressed the issues and who had various documents. I think these 
three charts clearly indicate that there were major gaps between 
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the investigations, that there was in fact not one single investiga- 
tion, until this committee began to look into this matter, that cov- 
ered all of the bases and really dealt with all of the issues, talked 
to all of the people, and have yet to see all of the documents but 
have seen more of the documents than anybody else has seen up 
to this point. So to suggest that this was a redundant or an unnec- 
essary or excessive review of a matter where there really has been 
no closure, I think was disingenuous. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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Mr. CuNGER. So clearly I think we have seen today that nearly 
2V2 years after the Travel Office firings, our friends in the White 
House and here on the other side of the aisle in the House really 
don’t get it. In the face of a simple fact-finding hearing, which this 
was intended to be, to evaluate the completeness and accuracy of 
five reports on the White House office. Travel Office firings, the mi- 
nority has chosen today to conduct an all-out, really a baseless as- 
sault on committee investigative staffers, both current and retired, 
and also on Federal employees. 

When the White House wanted to find a base for political friends 
seeking further business with the Federal Government they chose 
the white House Travel Office. But it would not suffice for the 
White House simply to fire Travel Office employees, whom all of us 
agree served at the pleasure of the President. Instead, they chose 
to fire them because a Hollywood producer and erstwhile Presi- 
dential image-maker, Harry Thomason, believed a story about the 
President cleanii^ house would benefit the Clintons. So the White 
House Travel Office employees were not merely fired, but really 
also had their reputations impumed. 

And it is true that none of the reports discussed any unethical 
activity, and that was pointed out by some of the questioning from 
the other side of the aisle. In fact, Mr. Podesta said that he did 
nothing to check this out even though his notes contained numer- 
ous instances that, at the very least, ought to be reviewed. And 
they were not reviewed. But no one saw these interview notes ex- 
cept this committee. And but for this committee’s investigation, no 
one would have. 

And as I again stress, we would have loved to have held this 
hearing much earlier. This is the only first opportunity we have 
been ^le to have this. I think it is disgraceful that the White 
House Travel Office employees should join us today, only to have 
their reputations sullied once again. 

The baseless attack on the integrity of this committee’s investiga- 
tive staff, current and retired, is no less disturbing or disgraceful. 
Would that it were surprising. Sadly, it is not. 

So I can only conclude that the vigor with which the minority at- 
tacked the messenger in this committee’s search for answers con- 
cerning the White House Travel Office matter reflects its own 
grave concern about the message that will become obvious over the 
course of this committee’s White House Travel Office investigation. 

In this administration, access apparently has its privileges. Be- 
hind the scenes. Presidential friends have sought to obtain lucra- 
tive Federal contracts without the benefit of competitive bidding, 
which is what this is all about. Harry Thomason conducted his op- 
erations out of the White House East Wing office. He had a phone, 
he had a pass pving him free access throughout the White House 
complex, including the First Family’s quarters. None of this mate- 
rial has been — was covered in any of the investigations we talked 
about here today. He held meetings, evaluated Vmite House activi- 
ties, and took on additional projects of his own. So in every respect, 
Mr. Thomason’s White House presence argues that he was a spe- 
cial Government employee, and that has been one of the items that 
we have tried to explore in this hearing. And he should have been, 
therefore, held accountable to applicable conflict of interest laws. 
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He was not held accountable, because for Harry Thomason, access 
indeed had its privileges. 

The roles in the Travel Office matter of Harry Thomason, 
Darnell Martens and too many others, have been obscured for more 
than 2 years, but they have not yet been erased. And our search 
for answers will continue and the committee is adjourned. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Clinger. The committee is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 5:04 p.m., the committee was ai^oumed.] 
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